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CK TO 

\ GEORGE CARR GIYN, ESQ., M.P., 

I 
'X CHAIRMAN OF THE 

LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Dear Sir, 

The revulsion which has taken place 
in public opinion with regard to Railway invest- 
ments, and the alarm excited by the depression 
of every kind of stock, have naturally enough 
given rise to numberless attempts to probe the 
cause of such unexpected results, and to suggest 
a remedy. Unweaning confidence in any and 
every project, however speculative, has changed 
to unfounded distrust of even ascertained results ; 
and, while within a very short period it was con- 
tended that all the numerous schemes which, 
with such improvident haste, were hurried through 
Parliament, would amply repay their projectors* 
it is now more than hinted that the success of the 
Railway system, which called them into existence, 
was itself a delusion — its returns fallacious, and 
its profits imaginary. Such rapid alternations of 
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popular feeling are by no means of rare occur- 
rence, and the reaction may be looked for in 
direct proportion to the extravagance of the 
original expectations. 

It is the unhappy lot of those connected with 
the management of Railway property to be con- 
tinually obnoxious to various and contradictory 
charges. On the one hand, they are taxed with 
being monopolists, having but one view, viz.^ to 
extract the "uttermost farthing" from a suffering 
public. On the other, they are suspected by the 
Proprietors of not so regulating the fares, freight, 
and accommodation, as to obtain the largest pos- 
sible dividend which the line is capable of pro- 
ducing. 

The tide of public odium, which flowed strongly 
against the Railway interest while it was in the 
ascendant, seems for the present, at least, to have 
spent its fury. The ebb has set in. A suspicion 
that Railways have been hardly dealt with by 
Parliament and the public, is beginning to ex- 
hibit itself. As this feeling expands, the uneasi- 
ness of the shareholders gains ground, and the 
disappointment of long cherished hopes shows 
itself in an anxious desire for investigation. 

A flood of pamphlets on the subject of Rail- 
way Management has recently appeared, each 
with its panacea for falling dividends 



One of the latest is addressed to yourself. 
'* The previous occupation " of the writer, '^ as 
Secretary of the South Eastern Railway Com- 
pany," and the acquaintance with the Arcana of 
Railway management which such a position 
implies, invest this publication with rather 
more importance than usually attaches to similar 
brochures; while the dogmatical spirit in which 
it is written, may lead a reader, unacquainted 
with the subject, to attach a weight to the opi- 
nions expressed in it which they do not deserve. 
The fallacies contained in this letter have indeed 
been reproduced from time to time in various 
forms, and the present attempt contains nothing 
that has not been frequently asserted, and as 
often repelled; as, however, the excitement now 
existing in regard to every department of Rail- 
way Executive may lend currency to the views 
of the writer, it may be useful to consider one or 
two of the points in this pamphlet. Such an 
examination need not be long, and my avocations 
forbid my doing more than touching lightly on 
the more salient points raised by this gentleman. 

It is quite unnecessary to reopen the veocata 
questio of the " Carriers." After many years of 
experience, that matter is settled by the almost 
universal fiat of Railway Boards ; and there can 
scarcely be a stronger argument in favour of the 



soundness of the system than is to be found in 
the fact which, singularly enough, Mr. White- 
head adduces against it, — that Canal Companies 
have been compelled to adopt it as their only 
means of mamtaining any competition with Rail- 
ways at all. I pass by, therefore, the remarks 
on this head, only reminding you that if, as Mr. 
Whitehead observes, "the haulage rates" be- 
tween Manchester and London, " were^formerly 
so regulated, that whilst on the one hand they 
contributed a handsome profit to the Railway 
Exchequer, they were on the other sufficiently 
reasonable to allow the Carriers to conduct their 
business to a profit," the system must now 
work very profitably indeed, since the rates are 
the same, and the Carriers profit comes also 
" into the Company's exchequer."* 

The real question is, however, thus fairly 
enough put by Mr. Whitehead, in the words, "Is 
the London and North Western Railway Com- 
pany making a profit or loss by its Merchandise 
traffic as now conducted?" 

Mr. Whitehead answers his own question by 

* Perhaps no stronger example of what Mr. Whitehead calls 
the " open system of Toll," and the "close system of Carrying," 
can be found than in the present condition (^the goods traffic on 
the South Eastern Railway, contrasted with what it was when 
he was Secretary. 



stating that ** a con«iderable portion of the profit 
derived from Passengers cannot fail to be ab- 
sorbed by the losses which are incurred in the 
conveyance of Goods." Again^ " the losses at- 
tendant on the Goods trade, as at present con- 
ducted, are most uncommonly heavy." Again, 
" Loss is written in such glaring letters on the 
Gt)ods' Trucks, and Cattle conveyances, that the 
Directors must be more than blind not to see 
them, and worse than obstinate to persevere in 
them as they are at present conducted." And 
after a series of calculations, which are totally 
irrelevant, he winds up by placing the Directors 
in what he terms " the horns of a dilemma," by 
stating that '* either the Goods rates are too low, 
or the Passengers fares are too high." 

These assertions are tolerably strong, as coming 
from a " late Secretary of the South Eastern 
Railway Company." Let us see how far they are 
correct. 

The Directors of the London and North 
Western Railway took the Carrying Trade into 
their own hands on the 1st July, 1847. The 
interval from that date, therefore, to the 1st July 
1848, will afford a twelvemonth's experiment, 
although a very unfavourable one, for the new 
system, as all great changes require time for 
developing their powers. 



The total receipts from Traffic for the year 
ending 30th June, 1848, were, £2,140,035, thus 
composed : — 

Passengers, dec. Gk)ods and Coals, &c^ after deducting 

Mails and Parcels : collection and deliveries, and 

terminal charges at Camden : 
£1,417,659 £722,376 

Now the total cost of working the Kailway 
(exclusive of course of taxes) in ever^ depart- 
ment, for the same period, was only £751,172.* 

It thus appears that the Merchandise receipts 
covered (within a trifle) the entire expenses of 
the line, leaving the Passenger Traffic nett ! Mr. 
Whitehead can possibly explain how this oc- 
curred — at any rate he must be content to be 
placed on " the horns of a dilemma from which 
he must escape as best he can." Either the 
Passenger Traffic cost nothing at all, or there 
was a profit from Goods. As this fact, which a 
very casual inspection indeed of the accounts 
might have shown him, shatters to pieces his 
whole theory, I might leave Mr. Whitehead 
without further remark, but the comparison of 
the Passengers' and Goods' traffic which he has 

* The Passenger receipts include nearly £105,087 for 
parcels. These are, in fact, Goods, and might fairly enough 
be transferred to the credit of that department. The Mer- 
chandise receipts are for tonnage only 



instituted, and from which he has drawn such 
erroneous deductions, requires notice. Parties 
otherwise conversant with Railway affairs have 
been surprised at the great apparent differences 
in charge, and although it is difficult to under- 
stand how any gentleman can have acted as Se- 
cretary to a Eailway Company for a single month 
without detecting the fallacy that lurks under his 
own calculations, it may be of use to dissect the 
accounts and to dispel the mystery. 

It is admitted that a carriage full from Lon- 
don to Manchester would produce 

At Express Rates . . £38 5 

„ Second Class . . 40 

„ Third Class ... 25 1 4 
And a Goods Truck,. 4^ tons, 

at say 305.* ... 6 15 

But it is idle to say that a train of one is in this 
proportion more valuable than the other. In the 
first place, experience proves that tx) take such 
Carriage as two-thirds ftdl, is a high average — 
perhaps a half would be nearer the mark. In 
the second place, a Passenger Train will not 
average more than a dozen Carriages, of which 

* This is not the rate, but I give Mr. Whitehead the full 
benefit of his assumption. 
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two (Guard's vans for luggage carried free), are 
unproductive, while a Merchandise Train will 
consist of 30 to 35 Trucks. A very simple 
equation, therefore, wiU reduce the figures to 
their proper ratio, and show that the Goods train 
earns as much per mile run, after deducting 
expenses, as its vaunted competitor, the Ex- 
press or Mixed Passenger train. Nor must it 
be forgotten that the 12 Passenger Carriages, at 
£350 each, cost the Company every journey 
double the capital to carry on the business of the 
30 Merchandise Trucks at £65 a piece, — ^to say 
nothing of the important fact, which bears very 
largely on the expense, viz.^ that the one travels 
at 18 miles an hour, and the other at 36. This 
is not theory. We find that the total receipts 
for Goods, &c. (after deducting terminal ex- 
penses) of the London and North Western 
Eailway, for the year ending 30th June, 1848, 
were £722,376 

And Total mileage run with 
Merchandise Trains dur- 
ing the same period was 2,626,049 
The receipt per mile was 

therefore ... 66 

The Total receipts for Pas- 
sengers, &c., for the same 
period, were . . . 1,417,659 
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And Total mileage run with 
Passenger Trains during 
the same period was . 4,220,078 
The receipt per mile was 

therefore ... 68^ 

During the month of October last, the Passen- 
ger trains leaving Euston Station, London, aver- 
aged 61 Passengers each. The Merchandise trains, 
during the same month, about 72 tons. As the 
third class exceeds the first, a receipt of 1^. per 
passenger per mile is above an average, while 
l^d. a ton a mile, was less than the receipt on 
the Goods, after deducting the cost of collection 
and delivery. It requires no arithmetic to prove 
on which side the balance of receipt lay. 

If, however, it be urged that the Merchandise 
traffic, in its multitudinous ramifications, is costly 
to work, I reply, that, independent of the Car- 
riages, the staff of Guards, Porters, and Clerks, 
Lamps, Gas, and Stations, required for the luxu- 
rious accommodation of a Passenger business, 
causes constantly as great an outlay as any Goods 
traffic will entail. 

It would not be difficult to follow this reason- 
ing into much detail, and to attach the cost of 
every item of Railway expense to each particular 
description of traffic, but this is unnecessary for 
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my purpose. The immediate question is not the 
actual but the proportionate profit of Passenger 
and Merchandise trains. Some mystification has 
been cast around this subject by an attempt to 
calculate the Passengers by weight. It has been 
asked, with an air of triumph, why, if 100 tons of 
Goods can be conveyed from point to point for 
such an insignificant sum as that charged by Rail- 
way Companies, 1(X) tons of Passengers cannot 
be transmitted at somewhat similar rates. Some 
such idea appears to have been floating through 
the mind of the " late Secretary of the South 
Eastern Railway," when he says : " If a Truck of 
Goods can be carried at a profit from Manchester 
to London for £5 5s. then £25 for the carriage 
of a load of himian beings is preposterously ex- 
orbitant." 

This style of argument reminds one of the 
inquiry which puzzles the school-boy, viz. : how 
a ton of feathers can weigh as much as a ton 
of lead, considering the extreme density of the 
one, and the levity of the other, and like this 
difficult question it is capable of solution. 

A hundred tons of Goods would occupy 22 
trucks of the London and North Western Com- 
pany, and could be taken by a very ordinary- 
engine. The total capital employed would be 
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Engine and Tender, say . . £2000 
22 Trucks at £65 . . . 1,430 
Sheets, say . . . 120 

Breaksman Van (one Breaksman) 100 



£3,650 



A hundred tons of Passengers may, with their 
luggage, be ordinarily estimated as sixteen hun- 
dred persons — say that half are first class, and 
the other half second class, and that, as stated 
above, the carriages are two-thirds fuU. The 
number of carriages required to convey them 
would be 106, add (for 8 trains) 16 Guard's 
vans,— Total 122. This would be a load for;;8 
good engines, and the capital employed would be 
as follows : — 

8 Engines and Tenders . £16,000 

66 First Class Carriages at 

£350 each . . . 23,100 

40 Second Class Carriages at 

£250 each - . . 10,000 

16 Vans at £160 (and 16 

Guards) . . . 2,500 



£51,600 
being fourteen times the cost of the capital 
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employed in the transmission of 100 tons of 
Merchandise, with 32 Servants instead of 4. 

If, in addition to this, we reflect for an instant 
on the circumstances attending the rapid transit 
of eight Passenger trams— the amount of attend- 
ance required to accommodate and despatch 1,600 
people, with some thousands of portmanteaus and 
packages, and contrast this with the stately 
march of the limibering Goods train, which gives 
no trouble on the journey, utters no complaint, 
and grumbles not at a quiet speed of 20 miles an 
hour, we shall feel no surprise at the fact that 
" 100 tons " can present itself under very diffe- 
rent aspects, and require very different treatment. 

The weight of Passengers conveyed by Rail is, 
in fact, very small. The average of the October 
Trains of Passenger, as stated above, was under 
4 tons each of paying weight, against 72 tons by 
Merchandise Trains ; and even were we to suppose 
the numbers doubled, by a reduction of the fares 
one-half^ a result which experience teaches us 
would not occur, the weight per Tram would only 
be some 7^ tons^ suflicient to load one Truck and 
a half^ if packed as sacks of Corn or barrels of 
Ale! 

The total weight of the Passengers travelling 
over the London and North Western Railway for 
the year ending 30th June, 1848, was 399,956 
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tons, about equal to the Merchandise conveyed in 
1 1 weeks. So that a run of 238,732 miles was 
sufficient to convey a weight of Goods which it 
required 4,220,078 miles to transmit when con- 
verted into Passengers. 

The amount of dead weight by Passenger Train, 
as compared with Goods Train, is another very 
serious item of expense attached to the former. 
The 4 tons of Passengers required a dead weight, 
including Engine and Tender, of no less than 52 
tons to convey them ; the 72 tons of Goods re- 
quired only 80 tons, including the Engine. 

Mr. Whitehead talks, with apparent seriousness, 
of doubling the Goods' rates, and calculates that 
one-third of the weight would leave the Rail. 
Were such a step adopted, and the 40s. a ton from 
Manchester to London converted into 80s., his 
object would indeed be answered, and the "heavy 
losses now sustained by the traffic" would be 
avoided, by the transference of aU the trade to 
some other mode of transit. Of course, if he is 
correct in his assimiptions, the Dividends would 
rise accordingly. 

On the subject of the Coal Trade, Mr. White- 
head indulges in insinuations which are unworthy 
of his "present pursuits" or "former occupation." 
Every one acquainted with the gentlemen alluded 
to, will feel that it would be surperfluous to defend 
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them from such attacks. The Rates for Coal, as 
also those for Goods, are fixed as high as circum- 
stances will permit. Railway Companies do not 
voluntarily prefer low to high charges, if the latter 
can be obtained. The question is, are the Coal 
Rates remunerative or not? That they are low is 
admitted, and nothing but the bulk conveyed can 
make them answer. The Coal traffic is a peculiar 
one; the quantity is, comparatively speaking, un- 
limited. The rates are fd. a mile, if carried over 
60 miles, and |d. under that distance ; the Com- 
pany finds no waggons. Let us suppose, then, 100 
tons of Coals conveyed 50 miles, the receipts 
would be £15 12s. 6d., or 6s. 3d. a mile, being 
nearly the average produced by a Passenger train. 
It is true, the empty waggons^have to be returned, 
and this somewhat reduces the mileage earned ; 
but the "late Secretary of the South Eastern 
Railway Company" must know whether such a 
mileage, where nothing whatever is to be found 
but engine power,* does or does not leave any pro- 
fit. The amount of profit has nothing whatever 
to do with the argument. I have a right to as- 
simie that the highest obtainable rate is charged, 
and this being so, the trade should be carried on 

* The Wharves are found by the Coal Owner ; or rent 
is paid for them in addition to the toll. 
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so long BS any margin of profit remains, even if 
the expense of working it be 90 per cent, of the 
receipts. The total balance of profit is the point 
to look at, and although a per centage of working 
expenses is to some extent a useful guide, for 
ordinary purposes it would lead to error if adopted 
as a general test. A Line working a large traffic at 
60 per cent, may pay a much larger dividend than 
one working a small traffic at 30. I would, 
moreover, beg to remind Mr. Whitehead, that the 
most profitable Lines in England, and the only 
profitable ones in Scotland, to the present times, 
have been confined exclusively to the carriage of 
Coal and other Minerals. Admitting all this, 
however, I am ready to agree with Mr. White- 
head, that the rates for the carriage of Coal (al- 
though pelding a profit,) are lower than ought to 
be imposed on Eailway Companies. Parliament, 
at the instance of the Coal Owners' Association, 
has reduced the tolls unfairly. This might possi- 
bly have been borne with patience had any public 
benefit accrued ; but the fact is, that in most in- 
stances, the difierence has gone entirely into the 
pocket of the Coal owner, at the expense of the 
Railway Company, the selling price remaining 
the same, and the quantity consequently not being 
increased. 
* I have desired to avoid overloading this letter 
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with statistical calculations; enough has been pro- 
duced to show that, whatever may be the profit on 
Passengers and Goods, the ratio on the present 
rates is not very different. Mr. Whitehead's 
error lies in overlooking the fact, that quantity is 
the essential element of Railway success. With- 
out this, rates, however high, will never return a 
large profit; where it exists in a constant stream 
(for irregularities of traffic, depending perhaps on 
the state of the produce market, seriously affect 
the economy of the transit,) satisfiictory results 
will be evolved. 

I pass by without remark Mr. Whitehead'^ 
mass of confused figures, by which he attempts to 
prove that all Railway Directors are thus sacrific- 
ing their interests for some unintelligible object, 
together with his tabular statements, the figures 
of which, as he prudently informs you, are "purely 
imaginary." To quote his own words, his "com- 
parisons are ftdl of incongruities, and the more 
they are looked into the more incomprehensible 
they become." 

I proceed to add a very few words on the next 
subject of his pamphlet — The Passenger Traffic, — 
and it gives me sincere pleasure to feel that, on this 
point, I do not differ so widely fi^om one who has 
held the important office of "Secretary to the 
South Eastern Railway Company." I cannot, 
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however, but express surprise at the rapid transi- 
tion in his ideas. During his whole argument in 
relation to Goods, he has constantly proceeded on 
the assumption that Passengers' fares are "prepos- 
terously exorbitant ;" that the "Third Class Pas- 
senger is a most profitable customer;" but on 
approaching the Passenger traffic, he shifts his 
ground, deprecates the carrying of Passengers at 
high speed "for a paltry 3d. a mile;" contends 
that the fare to Birmingham should be £3 5s. 
instead of £1 5s.; and justifies the recommen- 
dation on account of the superior accommodation 
afforded in the carriages they use, and the stations 
they fi'equent. AU of which, he adds, should be 
paid for ! Now, I agree with Mr. Whitehead to 
some extent in these opinions, but I cannot forget 
that they tend very much to confirm the views 
I have expressed in relation to the proportionate 
advantages of Goods and Passenger traffic. 
The Passengers' rates are too low. Speed is a 
more important element than has been generally 
supposed. Mr. Whitehead, however, indulges 
too much in extremes. Everything with him is 
either "preposterously high" or "ruinously low," 
and even the same thing seems occasionally and 
most unaccountably to change places in this respect. 
He will find the trite ^'^ Medio iutissimus ibis^* 
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a safer motto, although somewhat unpopular in 
the present day. Not content with doubling 
the Goods' rates, he would treble the Passenger 
fares ! 

It is not my intention to follow Mr. Whitehead 
through the remaining portion of his publication. 
It is only where facts are distorted, and a plausi- 
ble appearance is given to erroneous doctrines, 
that I feel it necessary to correct his mistakes. 
He is free to express his opinions on the theory 
of Railway management. These are no doubt 
honestly entertained, and are therefore entitled to 
respect at least. He does not, however, appear 
to be aware of the fact, that " the management is 
in the hands of small bodies of responsible Direc- 
tors, each having charge of one particular depart- 
ment, the whole forming a general council." Such 
is in truth the practice of the London and North 
Western Railway Company, and consequently is 
in accordance with his ideas. 

In conclusion, I desire to give Mr. Whitehead 
full credit for his intentions. I cast no suspicion 
on the motives which have elicited his address. 
The right of investigation, in its fullest extent, is 
undoubted, and the initiative step taken by the 
Directors of the London and North Western 
Railway Company, in publishing a comprehensive 
statement of their affairs, shows that they at least 
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desire to conceal nothing. The attention now 
directed towards Railways — the spirit of inquiry 
which prevails — ^the collision of opinions — ^the 
necessity for increased care and vigilance to 
recover the ground which has been lost from a 
vicious system (or rather want of system) in 
legislation, — all tend to a healthier state of things. 
Called as you have been to preside over one of 
the largest of these undertakings, no one can 
have a greater interest in promoting and ex- 
tending the circulation of authentic information 
on the subject of Railways than yourself. Few 
know the labour and anxiety of such a position; 
very few will ever know the mental cost of the 
last three years — but the horizon is clearing, a 
calmer future is at hand, clashing interests are 
settling down, the disappointment and the 
triumph are over, and the pause which has suc- 
ceeded will not be wasted in reflections on the 
past, (save as a beacon for the future,) but devoted 
to the internal improvement of a property as 
secure as the soil upon which it is based, and to 
the fiill development of a system which, amidst 
all the struggles of its early career — the discou- 
ragements of one parliament and the oppressions 
of another — the mistakes of its friends and the 
opposition of its enemies, — not only exists as one 
of the greatest monuments of modern improve- 
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ment and social advancement, but (unless this 
country also is doomed to pass through the 
furnace of affliction) must improve with the 
increase of population and the extension of com- 
merce. 

I remain, 

Dear Sir, 

Your faithful servant, 

MARK HUISH. 

EusTON Station, 
November^ 1848. 



RAILWAY MANAGEMENT. 



LETTER 



TO 



GEORGE CARR GLYN, ESQ. M.P. 

CHAIRMAN OP THE 
LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 

BY 

JOHN WHITEHEAD, 

OF THE STOCK EXCHANGE, LONDON; 
AUTHOR OF "RAILWAY AND GOVERNMENT GUARANTEE." 



" Hane emendare, si tamen possum, yolo 
Vera febelia: pretium est operse attendere," 



LONDON: 



SMITH, ELDER, AND CO., 65, CORNHILL. 

1848. 

Price One Shilling. 



London i<»J. Datt and Sons, Printers, 137, Long Acre. 



TO 



GEORGE CARE GLYN, ESQ. M.P., 

CHAIRMAN OF THE 
LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Sib, 

The statement which has been published under the 
authority of the Directors of the London and North Western 
Railway Company, showing the present and prospective position 
of that Company, is a document of the highest importance. Its 
publication has not only dispersed every doubt of the solidity of 
that enterprise, but it has done more, — ^it has imparted confidence 
and comfort to Proprietors in other Railways, the Stocks of which 
have experienced equally with your own the blasting effects which 
want of confidence ever carries with it. 

Lest, however, past doubt and apprehension should be succeeded 
by supineness, where inquisitiveness (if full advantage is to be 
taken of the present disposition to reform) in its fullest acumen 
should exist, I have been tempted to address these pages to you, 
that the Proprietors of every Company, and, perhaps, yours in 
particular, may see that much remains to be done, ere Railways, 
as a property, can be deemed safe and secure. 

My previous occupation as Secretary of the South Eastern Rail- 
way Company, my present business pursuits, and my personal 
interests, all lead me to use every effort to sustain Railway pro- 
perty in its integrity — to see it placed above doubt — so that the 
most timid may select it without fear, for the investment of the 
means on which their income — their all— depends. Such are my 



objects, these my motives for seeking to cherish that spirit of 
enquiry which I deem necessary for the attainment of the good 
ends I desire. 

I have singled out your Company for comment, because, from 
its gigantic character, any defects in management generally will 
be the more strongly illustrated, the moral (profit or loss) for the 
same reason being the more significantly pointed, than would have 
been the case had some less prominent compeer been selected. 

Your finely tempered mind must frequently have revolted at the 
rude and indecorous manner in which the very proper enquiries of 
Proprietors (made with no factious object) have been too often 
stifled at the periodical Railway Meetings. This is to be lamented^ 
not only on its own account, but also for the damaging inference 
which it leaves behind, that truth is not desired by the powers that 
be. Many a capitalist has withdrawn himself from Railway Com- 
panies on this account alone. 

Railway Directors and Railway Officers should never forget that 
they are but the breath of the Shareholders. That which has 
raised them can level them again. The most humble of the Pro- 
prietors is entitled to respectful attention — enquiries courteously 
made should be responded to in a frank and inevasive manner. 
That this is not always so, the " Railway King" is himself an 
unhappy evidence. His letter of 24th October, to certain Midland 
Proprietors who had approached him most reverently by memorial, 
is the latest example of this tendency. 

Mr. Hudson replies (mark the word) as follows — " You allude 
to traffic which you do not consider remunerative to the Company. 
The Directors are entitled to ask you to be more explicit, and to 
state specifically what traffic is meant." Further on he says, ** I 
consider it would be an unwise and impolitic measure to take off 
the Express Train, which you suggest should be done." Had 
Mr. Hudson been a little more candid and a little less evasive-— 
knowing as he did, or ought to have done, to what the Proprietors 
referred — ^it would have been more honourable to him and better 
for his constituents. If he had loved diplomacy less, and candour 
more, his character would have been advantaged accordingly. 
" Is aU the Midland traffic carried at a profit?" was the question, 
and a very simple one too, for any Railway Manager to answer. 



"If not, why not?" would have been the rejoinder. The Irish 
mode of reply adopted is unworthy of the meanest of Railway 
subalterns, much more of Mr. Hudson. The Iron Crown carries 
its duties as well as its honors with it, and this its wearer will 
live to learn. 

The disposition to "pooh! pooh!" those Proprietors who ask 
"indiscreet" questions is, as I have already remarked, one of the 
Railway banes. There are, however, other curses which have 
beset their existence, and to which much of the present suffering 
is to be attributed. I allude 1st. — To the publication, week by 
week, of the current receipts, which publicity has too often led to 
the encouragement of a traffic carried on at a sacrifice, simply for 
the tale it would tell in the improved total* at the week's end. 
2nd. — The very small qualification required to obtain a seat at a 
Railway Board — and this in your Company, taking into account 
the enormous magnitude of your capital, is absurdly low. 3rd. — The 
influence which certain (otherwise useful) measures would have on 
the market value of the shares, becoming an item in the conside- 
ration of the question of approving or disapproving them. I need 
not say that to you, personally, the latter reflection does not apply. 
Your experience, however, of what passes in a Board Room, will 
bear me out in the allegation that such influences are allowed to 
prevail. 

The London and North Western Railway is at once the baro- 
meter and the guide of every other Railway interest. That which 
compromises eV, affects them. If success or ill fortune attend it, 
they quickly sympathise. It was the pattern which all followed, 
and whether it were for weal or woe that this should be, the various 
managing bodies were too anxious to be ** North Western-ish," (or, 
perhaps, I ought to say, " London and Birmingham-ish") not to 
mould themselves accordingly. 

The £ 10. per cent, dividend charm of your Company having 
been broken, the world has become so ungenerous to its idol, as to 

* I know of one Company which refuses all free passes, and compels those 
who have a claim on them for free passage to pay the Ml fare, which is aAer- 
wards repaid to them, but, nevertheless, constitutes a portion of the passenger 
receipts — fine management this — the receipts are enhanced truly, and so is the 
government duty, which the Company has itself ta pay. 



enquire whether it has not been deceiring itself hitherto in 
attributing to superior management, that which has alone been 
due to the position your Railway occupies on the map of England. 
The doubt is disloyal, but the year 1848 has been too famous for 
disloyalty, to surprise you at its existence so near to yourself. 

With these preliminary remarks I purpose to draw attention 
to your Goods Trade — ^your Passenger Time Bill — ^the inequitable 
manner (as it seems to me) in which the fares are adjusted — the 
unwieldy irresponsible character of your Board, and other minor 
though not unimportant matters. 

Before proceeding with the Goods question it will be necessary 
that your Proprietors should have an insight into the past. For 
this purpose I shall give a short historical sketch of the mode 
which was adopted by the London and Birmingham Company, 
in the conduct of its Goods Traffic, when it stood an independent 
body as compared with that now in operation on the London 
and North Western Railway. 

The system adopted by the London and Birmingham Company 
was the open one of allowing all Carriers to use the line. The 
Railway Company stipulated that they should supply the necessary 
locomotive power at agreed rates, and that for the use of the road 
certain tolls should be levied. These constituted the whole and 
sole account between the Company and the Carriers. The latter 
collected and delivered the goods, took all risks upon themselves, 
and provided they paid to the Railway Company its dues, every 
needful facility was given to them to carry on their business. The 
tolls and haulage rates were so regulated, that whilst on the one 
hand they contributed a handsome profit to the Railway exchequer, 
they were on the other sufficiently reasonable to allow the Carriers 
to conduct their business to a profit. In this there was mutuality — 
an essential ingredient in all business arrangements. The com- 
petition amongst the Carriers was the security which the public had 
against unfair charges. 

The Grand Junction Railway Company's system on the con- 
trary, was of a close and exclusive character. They could not 
prevent Carriers using their line — it was the Queen's highway — 
but wishing really to force strangers from it and secure their 
trade to themselves, they refused those facilities which were neces- 



sary Ix) their business, owing to which, and to impediments they 
found at every Grand Junction point, Messrs. Pickford and Co., 
for a very considerable period, carried all their goods to Manchester 
around by Leeds. To secure that monopoly of the Goods Trade 
which they were so eager at all risks to obtain, the Grand Junction 
Railway Company became Carriers themselves, and established 
agencies at every point whence they thought traffic could be ob- 
tained. They would, however, it is believed, have utterly failed 
in this their labour by day and dream by night, but for the amal- 
gamation which took place between that Company and the London 
and Birmingham. 

The open system pursued by the London and Birmingham. 
Company ceased with the existence of that Line as a separate un- 
dertaking, and when the formal amalgamation took place, the 
London and North Western Company adopted the close and ex- 
clusive plan of the Grand Junction Company. 

The Carriers seeing that nothing short of ruin, or an eternal liti- 
gation to maintain their rights was now intended, gave up the 
unequal contest, and that for which the Grand Junction Company 
had risked everything (a monopoly of the Goods Trade), seemed 
within the easy grasp of their gigantic absorber. Not so, how- 
ever, a rival started into existence where none had been calcu- 
lated on. 

The Canal Companies having had a foretaste of what was in 
store for them, applied to and obtained permission from Parliament 
to become Carriers on their own account — a privilege which up to 
that time they had not possessed. The result has been that the 
Grand Junction Canal Company, to preserve itself from destruc- 
tion, is competing for the Goods traffic between London and the 
North, at rates so low that the Railway Company cannot venture 
to touch them, much less to drive the Canal Company as com- 
petitors from the field. When this unseemly strife will end no 
man can foresee. Life and death are in the balance so far as the 
Canal Company is concerned ; excessive loss in character and for- 
tune in as far as the Railway Company is affected. 

Some palliation for this ruinous and reckless competition might 
have been found if the Railway Company had been making profit 
by the trade which their low rates have brought them, but the fact 
is so far otherwise, that a considerable portion of the profit derived 
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from passengers cannot fail to be absorbed by tbe losses which are 
incurred in the conveyance of goods. 

The London and North Western Railwi^ Con^pany, as yoo 
are aware, is at the present time carrying gooda from London to 
Manchester at 40^. per ton ! The Grand Junction Canal Com« 
pauy are doing the like by Canal, at 30^. per ton ! As both under- 
take to collect and deliver without extra charge, the real fact is, 
that the Railway charge is 30s. per ton, the Canal 20«. per ton, 
the difference lOs, being the cost of collection and delivery. 

The question at issue is this simple one. Is the London and 
North Western Railway Company making profit or loss by their 
Merchandise traffic as now conducted ? 

It has been said-<-and as respects the superior classes of passen- 
gers, with great truth — ^that the Passenger fares are ill adjusted, 
and consequently not sufficiently remunerative. Let us test the 
question of the Goods charges, by comparing them with the Pas- 
senger fares, admitted to be too low. 

The Express fare from London to Manchester is 428, 6d, per 
passenger, each carriage being capable of holding eighteen persons 

Total £38. 58. 

The Second Class fare from London to Manchester is 258, per 
passenger, each carriage being capable of containing thirty-two. 
persons . Total £ 40. 

The Third Class fare from London to Manchester is {vid Bir- 
mingham) I6s. 5^d. per passenger, but by that ** folly of follies,*' 
the Trent Valley line, 158. 8d,; say, therefore, 15*. 8d,j each car- 
riage being capable of carrying thirty-two persons Total £ 25, Is, 4d, 

The Goods trucks are capable of carrying 3J tons weight each, 
taking which as the average at the actual Railway charge of dOs. 
per ton, would give per truck* . Total £5. 5s. 

The contrast, therefore, stands thus: — ^That a well-filled car- 
riage of first or second class passengers, none of whom require the 
Carriers' services, at the Company's cost, to bring them to, or take 
them from the Stations, produces nearly eight times more than does 
a fully laden truck of goods, whilst the humble Third Class Par- 

* Ibis 308, is the average. The Company carry varioufl classes of goods at 
much lower rates, as other Companies do, and if the contrasts had been made 
on those lower rates, the results would have been much more startling. It 
would require eight Goods Trucks laden to produce as much as a full Second 
Class carriage. 
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liamentariaD, who travels in a vehicle dignified by the name of 
" carriage," at about goods speed, brings to the coflfers of the 
Company, with his thirty-one fellow passengers, a sum nearly five 
times greater than does the well-packed Goods truck ! 

The First Class Carriage is capable of earning £ 38 5 
„ Second ditto ditto 40 

„ Third ditto ditto 25 1 4 

„ Goods Truck ditto 5 5 

In other words, one First Class Passenger of true Aldermanic 
proportions, pays for the conveyance of his twelve stone weight 
(1681bs.) more than is paid for the carriage of one ton and a third 
of goods. 

Three Second Class Passengers, or three and a half cwts. pay 
as much as do two tons and a half of goods. 

One robust Parliamentarian of 1401bs. weight stands in the 
Goods balance as exceeding half a ton. 

Again, — if Goods are carried at these rates at a profit. 

Two First Class Passengers and one child at half fare are en- 
titled to the luxury of a carriage, in true regal style, to themselves. 

Four Second Class Passengers should claim a whole .carriage to 
themselves. 

Seven Third Class Passengers in like manner should have a 
carriage to themselves. 

These contrasts place you and your colleagues on the horns of a 
dilemma, from which you must escape as best you can. 

ElTHEB THE GoODS RaTES ABE TOO LOW, 

Ojr the Passengek Fakes aee too high. » 
If a truck load of goods can be carried at a profit from Man- 
chester to London for £5. 5*., then £25. for a carriage load of 
human beings are preposterously exorbitant 

The real truth, however, is, that the losses attendant on the 
Goods Trade as at present conducted are most uncomfortably heavy, 
whilst the much ^contemned Third Class Passenger, despite the 
Railway cant to the contrary, is a most excellent and profitable 
customer. 

With the passenger there is no " trust," he pays his fare before 
he enters the carriage. Not so with the Goods Trade. Ledger 
accounts are inseparable from it. Book debts bring bad debts in 
their unprofitable train, as all the world knows. 
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If, the schedules of Goods rates generally were dissected, and 
the different classes examined and compared with each other, Rail- 
way Proprietors would no longer he surprised that though the 
earnings increase the dividends diminish; for instance, the London 
and Brighton Company carry coals at 2d. per ton per mile, the 
Eastern Counties on the contrary charge 1^ per ton per mile — ^in 
other words, the London and Brighton assuming each waggon to 
carry 4 tons weight earns 33s. 4d. per waggon load, with a run of 
50 miles, whilst the Eastern Counties Company earns, under like 
circumstances, but 20s. lOd. per waggon load of 4 tons.* We are 
of course to presume that a profit is made on this 20s. lOd.y and 
yet the £6. I3s. id. which the l<f. per mile Third Class Pas- 
senger Carriage load brings on a run of 50 miles is alleged to be 
too small a return, and should be increased by the fares being 
added to. Some persons are so disloyal as to say that the Clay 
Cross Colliery owners derive more advantage from the low Eastern 
Counties coal rate, than the Eastern Counties Company themselves 
do. Mr. Hudson can say if this be or be not so. 

The South Eastern and South Western lines being both of them 
of nearly the same length, and similarly circumstanced in other 
respects, afford fair criteria of what other lines are doing in the 
Goods trade. 

The South Eastern Company carry goods between London and 
Dover (88 miles) for 9s. 2d., 10*., \5s. lOJ., 30«., 50*., 70*. 
(according to their classification) per Ton respectively, or per 
Truck load of ^ tons, 32«. Id., 35s., 55s. 5d., 105*., 175*., 245*. 
Comparing these amounts with the Third Class Passenger laden 
Carriage, producing £ II. 12*., raises a doubt of profit as respects 
at least the three first quoted classes, which comprise the bulk of 
goods carried by Railway. 

The South Western rates for a run of 78 miles — Nine Elms to 
Southampton — ^are respectively 9s. 9d., 12*. 3d., 15*. 6d., 18*. 9d., 
20*., 40*. per Ton, or per Waggon load of 3J tons, 34*. 1^., 
42*. lOJd., 54*. 3d., 65s. J^d., 70s., 140*. The Third Class 
Carriage fully laden bringing £ 10. 13*. id. 

* If the Derbyshire coal owners please they can use their own waggons, in 
which case the rate is reduced to ^d. per ton per mile, or I2s. 6d. per waggon 
load of four tons on a run of 50 miles. 
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These comparisons are full of incongruities, and the more they 
are looked into and contrasted with the Passenger charges, the 
more incomprehensible they become. 

It would indeed be '* laying flattering unction " to a Railway 
soul, to imagine that any of the Companies are carrying Cattle or 
Goods at other than a loss, at the rates quoted. If, however, they 
are making profit, then the wonderment should be, not that Divi- 
dends are falling, but that they do not rise, seeing that the Pas- 
senger receipts preponderate so greatly. 

If enquiry be made of the Chairman of the Eastern Counties 
Company, whether profit is made by the Cattle trade conducted 
over that line, he will answer — " Oh, if we did not carry cattle at 
the price we do, the Steamers from Yarmouth would, and we should 
lose them all," So let them, say I, and the sooner the better. 
The only spirit which seems to animate Railway functionaries is 
that of securing a particular traffic. Whether the coveted thing 
be worth the cost is quite another question, and one with which 
they are possibly not allowed to trouble themselves; the receipts 
are the engrossing point, profit or loss is fitted only for the com- 
mon merchant to look to, such calculations would be condescension 
too great for Railway kings to stoop to. What is politic, is more 
important than what pays. " I consider it would be an unwise 
and impolitic measure to take off the Express train," says Mr, 
Hudson. Whether a loss or profit of £ 50. per day is made on it. 
seems to have nothing to do with the question. The fiat has gone 
forth — 'Mt is impolitic" — so the Midland Company must retain its 
costly unprofitable toy. 

If it were the custom— and no valid reason exists why it should 
not be — for Directors to place before Proprietors a general Profit and 
Loss statement, shewing what had been made, or what lost by 
each description of traffic carried on the line, infinite good would 
follow. With such a statement, the Midland proprietors would 
have been able to shew to Mr. Hudson " specifically what traffic is 
meant," which they " do not consider remunerative." So with 
your own and every other Company; a losing trade, the moment it 
was found to be so, would be dropped. 

For example, let me suppose that the London and North Wes- 
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tern Company had rendered a statement of such a character as 
the following, at the last half-yearly meeting, will any rational 
person say that the present system of the Goods, the Cattle, and 
the Express Trains would be in existence ? The idea is too absurd 
to require an indignant " No" to be given to it. 

For the sake of illustration, I will suppose a case, observing 
that the figures are purely imaginary. What a mass of valuable 
information would proprietors thus obtain. 



RAILWAY COMPANY 



Dr. 



In account with their Proprietors, 



Cr. 



Goods Traffic from 1st January to 30th June, 1848. 



To Amount received for 
carriage and delivery of 

Goods £312,000 

Balance 88,000 



£400,000 



By Costs of carriage and 

delivery of Goods £400,000 



£400,000 



By Balance brought down, Loss £ 88,000 



Express Trsins from 1st January to 30th June, 1848. 



To Amount received on 
account of Express Pas- 
sengers 150,000 

Balance 60,000 



£ 200,000 



By Costs of conducting 

same 200,000 



£200,00 
By Balance brought down, 

Loss £60,000 



Mixed Trains from 1st January to 30th June, 1848. 



To Amount received on 
account of Mixed Trains 500,000 



£ 500,000 
To Balance brought down, 

Profit £350,000 



By Costs of conducting 

150,000 

Balance 350,000 



£ 500,000 
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Third Class Parliamentary Trains. 



To Axnonnt received on 
account of Third Class 
Passengers 260,000 



£ 260,000 
To Balance brought down, 

Profit £190,000 



By Costs of conducting 

same .'. 70,000 

Balance 190,000 



£260,000 



To Amount received on 

account of Cattle 50,000 

Balance 30,000 



Cattle Trains. 

By Costs of carrying same. . . 80,000 



£ 80,000 



£80,000 
By Balance brought down. Loss £30,000 



Dr. 



Genebal Summaby. 



Cr. 



To Loss on Goods Trade... 88,000 

Do. on Express Trains 50,000 

Do. on Cattle ditto ... 30,000 

Balance 372,000 



£ 540,000 



By Profit on Mixed Trains 350,000 
Do. on Third Class 

ditto 190,000 



£540,000 
By Balance brought down. 

Profit £372,000 

"Loss" is written in such glaring letters on the Express 
trains, the Goods trucks, and the Cattle conveyances, that Direc- 
tors must he more than hlind not to see them, and worse than 
obstinate to persevere with them, as they are at present conducted. 
The Public cannot fail, as respects the Goods contest, to see, that 
should you succeed in your endeavours to destroy the Canal com- 
petitor, you will establish on the ruin of this, your only antago- 
nist a monopoly to their prejudice ; to ruin may not, however, be 
your desire, to weaken so as to make the Canal the more easy 
prey, may be all that is intended. Take warning, however, ere 
you are so committed, that retreat will he disgrace — perseverance 
ruin. An amalgamation with the Canal may not be so easy or 
profitable a matter as you may suppose. 

It must be evident to all who have watched the London and 
North Western line, that what with Express trains — Mixed trains 
—Parliamentary trains — Cattle trains— Goods trains— -Coal trains 
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— ^Empty Truck trains — Ballast trains, and Spare Engines running 
up and running do¥m (literally so sometimes) the Railway is Tir- 
tually covered with Engines and Carriages from end to end, all 
steanung one on the heels of the other so closely, that it is miraculous 
continual accidents are not occurring. This not very comfortable 
state of things to Traveller or Shareholder is happily under revi- 
sion ; the Trains are to be reduced in number, but whether the 
Goods rates are to be raised to a remunerative standard, is a 
question not yet resolved on. 

K the Goods rates were doubled, what would be the probable 
result to the Railway? Possibly one-third of the weight now car- 
ried by the latter, would forthwith pass to the Canal. Suppose 
one-third did so leave the Railway, the Company would actually 
receive for the two-thirds which remained £2,000. for every 
£1,500. now paid for the carriage of the whole quantity, besides 
saving Heaven knows how much in staff and haulage, wear and tear 
of waggons, sheets, &c., leaving the poor road itself out of the ques- 
tion, — no insignificant matter, as the cost of maintenance, given in 
your public accounts, shews, and as your Resident Engineer, Mr. 
Dockray's private report to you and your colleagues proves.* The 
speed and regularity of the Railway over the snail-like motion, 
and uncertainty of the sometimes ice-bound Canal, must always 
ensure to the former a very large proportion of the Goods traffic at 
remunerative rates; whence, therefore, this desire to crush a com- . 
petitor in reality so harmless ? 

So &r as respects your Goods Trade — ^next as to your Passenger 
Trade. 

It is admitted on all hands, that a vast number of useless trains 
are running on every Railway. This, there is no doubt, will to a 
great extent be remedied. It would be well, however, for the inte- 
rest of Proprietors, if they would make themselves masters, more 
than they have hitherto done, of this source of their income, and 
satisfy themselves by minute enquiry as to the return each train 
gives, ere they rest content that all the wasteful trains have been 
removed. 

As regards the Fares, Parliament has determined that the rate 

* See the Railway Chronicle of 4ih November, 1848, for some remarks on 
this report, and most important subject. 
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Bhall be levied at per mile, and has fixed the maximum which maybe 
charged. It requires little trouble to shew that this is a manifest 
wrong. The rate of speed, in my judgment, should be the deter- 
mining rule. It is preposterously absurd to charge at per mile 
where speed so varies, as it does between the Parliamentary and 
the Express trains, the one running at a rate which commits none 
but fair damage in its progress, whilst the other batters the road, 
and damages the locomotives and carriages so to pieces,* that it 
seems an unnecessary waste of words to do more than point at the 
injustice, to ensure relief. 

In olden times, before Railways began, the traveller who was 
not content with the waggon, took his place by the stage coach, at 
6 miles an hour; if however this did not suit his taste or pace, the 
post-boy at Is. 9d. per mile, and 8 miles per hour, was at his com- 
mand, and if one pair would not do, four horses were at his call, at 
a cost of nearly 4«. per mile, with a rate of travelling of 10 miles 
an hour. Now, forsooth, the latter is carried on the wings of the 
wind, at 45 miles per hour, for a paltry 3d. per mile, that being 
the highest rate of charge allowed by Parliament to be made. 

If speed were, as I Uiink it should be, the ruling guide, and 
15 miles an hour, at Id. per mile, admitted as the governing stan^ 
dard, all speeds above a fair rate, say 30 nules, being charged 

* The following remarks from the Railway Chronicle have so apt a reference 
to the costly tendency of Express Trains, that it has been thought well to give 
them here: — " Mr. Dockray's report is, as we have already said, ftdl of interest- 
mg matter in an engineering point of view; and it is possible we may hereafter 
examine it on that side. But our more immediate concern, and the concerBi 
too, of all directors who are alive to their duty in the present state of things, 
lies with the previous question out of which the necessity for any such report 
has arisen. It shows in a light that cannot be mistaken, the tendency of an ex- 
cessive rivalry in speed to diminish the current nett earnings, as also to destroy 
before its time the structure from which those earnings are obtained: — and thii 
exhibition — ^which would be serious enough in the most proq;»eious times — 
becomes of the utmost gravity in a season when, as we have seen, the income 
of the company has for some time past been rather declining than increasing* 
while the public are paying less than heretofore for a more expensive service. 
It contains an instructive lesson, which ought not to be overlooked, — cannot be 
passed over, indeed, by those who desire to raise from its present state what was 
once the first of railway properties. On this account the ccnaliisions which 
must be incidentally drawn from it are far more important jtut now than the 
direot retralts of Mr. Dockray's investigations.'* 
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double, then something like equity would be observed.* — 15 mileS 
Would be charged at the rate of Id, per mile; 30 miles, 2d'.; 
45 miles, 4d,; 60 miles, 6d. — 32 persons travelling in every carriage, 
of third class make and accommodation. 

Following out this view, as a First Class carriage carries but 
18 passengers, the rule of proportion, at 45 miles speed without 
reference to the more expensive character of the carriage itself, 
(fairly an item of consideration) would justify a charge of 7d. per 
mile ; and, taking Birmmgham as the point of destination, the Ex- 
press fare would be £3. 5*. 7d. per passenger in place of £ 1. 5s, 
now charged. No account is here taken of the superior accommo- 
dation required by, and afforded to, the first and second class pas- 
sengers, in the carriages they use and the stations they frequent, 
both of which should, in my opinion, be paid for. Up to the present 
time the Public only has been considered, it is full time that Rail- 
way Proprietors had their turn. 

Whether first, second and third class distinct trains would not 
prove a profitable arrangement is problematical, possibly if managed 
with judgment it would ; say, that the first class train started an 
hour later, but reached its final destination earlier than the third 
class, and in like manner the second class, those persons who now 
travel by the second or third classes, and who, by their standing in 
society, should go by the superior class, would do so. Now there 
is no inducement, — the first class passenger travels second class 
not only because the train being a mixed one he arrives at his 
journey's end in a comfortable closed carriage at the same time as 
the actual first class 'passenger, but really because the rate is 
cheaper and the inconvenience none. The experiment may be 
worth a trial ; this however your better judgment will determine. 

I have seen a suggestion in print, which I repeat here, consider- 
ing it of much value. It is in effect, that no question involving 
additional outlay, or the raising of new capital, should ever again 
be submitted for final approval until a Committee of Proprietors, 
(appointed at a meeting convened for the purpose) had examined 

♦ The notice you have given for a Bfll to amalgamate with the Great Western 
and London and South Western Companies would enable yon to carry out thU 
change, if thought desirable. 

B 
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the propositions fully, and reported thereon at a subsequent meeting* 
Surely such a rule would be a relief to Directors sufficient to induce 
its adoption. 

The foregoing hints shew the way to better management, and to 
its sequitur, improved dividends. Whilst, however, Proprietors 
are in a reforming mood — ^they are never so in prosperous times, 
when most they should be,— they are earnestly advised to use the 
pruning knife freely. 

Let them with one voice call upon the Legislature to appoint a 
Public Auditor of Joint Stock Companies' accounts, (not Bailway 
Companies alone) to whom, under heavy penalties, Directors should 
be compelled to deliver half-yearly statements of accounts, and 
when required, to verify the same. Such an appointment would 
carry with it the fullest possible confidence, and be the surest pro- 
tection against those fraudulent misrepresentations of accounts 
which have led to the ruin of hundreds. Instance upon instance 
of such falsification might be named, but a recent flagrant case 
will be sufficient, that of the Copper Miners of England Company, 
a company presided over by Bank of England Directors, — the 
falsification of whose acpounts for years previous to their insolvencyi 
has subsequently to that crash been elicited. 

Such an appointment would, it is to be feared, be resisted to the 
jdeath by Directors of Joint Stock Companies generally. Let Pro- 
prietors however beware how they aid opposition to so wholeson^ 
a provision ; let them recollect that it is for their protection that 
the measure is called for — that it is they who will be advantaged 
by it. 

In France the Government right of inspection exists, 9iid has 
been found to work most beneficially.^ 

The necessity of appointing such an officer has been, with almost 
one voice, approved by the Press. The Money article of the Time$ 
of the 12th October, has some remarks on this subject, which em- 
body views so wise and so prudent, that no apology is nepessary 
for their re-ii|troduction here :•— 

♦ The minuteness with which French Railway accounts are rendered would 
surprise those not conversant with the fact. Those of the Boulogne Company, 
recently published, are an example of this. Any person desh-ous of doing so 
may see them on application to my partner or myself (Garden and Whitehead). 
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** The public hear of meetings of the heads of the leading lines 
to devise means to stay the ruin. There is only one measure 
wanted, and that is the publication of accounts that shall be unmis- 
takeable. If there is a single railway that is considered by its 
directors to have fallen too low in the market, they can set the 
matter right. There are plenty of shrewd people at this moment, 
notwithstanding the hardness of the times,waiting with money in- 
their pockets to find investments. Give them a statement such as 
they would require, and such as any city accountant with the mate- 
rials at his command would prepare in a form that the simplest 
tradesman might understand it, and forthwith they will bid within 
a fraction the true value of the shares. So long as such statements 
are kept back, while it is at the same time notorious that every 
other available effort is being used that can be used to arrest the 
fall, there can only be an increase of distrust. Several months 
back the companies resisted the appointment of a public auditor. 
Had it taken place, it is probable the end would by this time have 
been arrived at. As it is, it may easily be seen that until the books 
of each concern shall have been thoroughly sifted by some wholly 
unbiassed person or persons independent of the directors, paid ex- 
pressly for their work, and with a professional reputation at stake 
upon its accuracy, it must be vain to hope for any permanent 
mitigation of the chronic terror that now prevails." 

Solvent, honestly conducted Companies need not dread the 
appointment of such an officer, those which are rotten may " fear 
and tremble," and the earlier they are submitted to the light of 
truth the better. 

With such a system of supervision. Joint Stock property would 
take a position somewhat akin to that maintained by the Govern- 
ment Funds. Those Stocks, at all events, would, which in the 
guarantees they possess, have certainty in amount of dividend 
secured to them. Such, however, is the wide difference between 
the two classes of stock, as to lead to the inference that the many 
are still ignorant of the existence of such guarantees, or that their 
fears have rendered them incapable of taking full advantage of 
present circumstances for investment purposes. 
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The following table will show the extent of this discrepancy. 
The prices are those which ruled on 10th November, 1848. 





Price. 

per £100. 

Stock. 


Bate 
percent. 

of 
Guarantee. 


Annnal 

Betum 

per Cent. 


Companj. 


Consols 


£86 7 6 
81 8 6 

72 

95 

94 8 11 

101 17 6 


£3 

4 

4 

5J 
5 
5 


£3 9 6 

4 18 3 

5 11 1 
5 15 9 
5 5 10 
4 18 1 


L<nid.&N.We8t 

Great Western 
South Eastern 
Brighton 
East Counties 


Buckinghamshire 

Wilts, Somerset and 
Weymouth 


Reading and Reigate ... 
Croydon, 3rds 


Eastern Counties, No. 1 . 



Let proprietors insist on every Board being reduced to a busi- 
ness number. 

The Board over which you have presided so long and so ably, is 
composed of 45 members. To call this a "business" body would 
be a libel on the meaning conveyed by the term. Call it a debating 
club and (as was well said by the new Chairman of the Brighton 
Company in reference to large Boards) you are nearer the truth. 
Better by far place the management in the hands of a small body of 
responsible Directors, each being known to have the charge of 
one department, the whole forming a general Council, than leave 
it in those of a set of irresponsihles, many of whom seek a seat at 
the Board only for a free passage over the line, which the appoint- 
ment carries with it. With such an alteration something in the 
shape of good management would soon be seen. If, too, the whole 
number went out of office every year (being re-eligible) the fullest 
responsibility that could be wished for would be obtained. The 
Proprietors should pay such Directors, not well, but very well. 
Parsimony in this would be the worst " economy." 

The present system is one of seeming responsibility only, one or 
two Directors generally taking the lead, the others being nothing 
more than so many Railway pegs, on which the dominant party 
hang their decrees. Railway Boards are made up of a few " actives" 
and many " passives." 

Mr. Lang, the Chairman of the Brighton Company, is for making 
all " active." His observations on this subject, already referred to, 
are highly interesting, and are here transcribed. 

" I believe there is a general feeling existing on the part of all 



21 

who are acquainted with the system of Railway management, that 
the system hitherto pursued is ill-suited for carrying on the busi- 
ness in a proper manner. A numerous Board of fifteen or sixteen 
members — so numerous as to come almost within the denomination 
of a debating society — ^may be very well adapted to carry on the 
business of an association — snch, for instance, as a Dock Company, 
in which the transactions are simple, and where they receive a 
large sum of money with one hand, and pay it away with the other ; 
and where all that is required is the exercise of common sense and 
honesty, and the easy enforcement of a few plain rules, the usual 
system may be applicable. But I contend it is inapplicable to the 
business of a Railway, which consists of minute details requiring 
the closest personal supervision to be effectually conducted. The 
business of a Railway Company bears a close analogy to a great 
firm of common Carriers. We are a gigantic Pickford, or Chaplin 
and Home, and our business cannot hope to prosper any more 
than theirs would do, if we have a Board of sixteen members 
meeting once a fortnight — taking a glass of wine, and discussing 
the multifarious business which comes before them. I am con- 
vinced that one of the causes of depreciation of Railway property 
is the deficient system of its management. I think when a Board 
is so numerous all sense of individual responsibility is lost. I look 
around me, and see eight or ten millions of property depreciated, 
in which all the elements of success exist, and which, if managed 
with the prudence and vigilance of private concerns, I see no 
reason why it should not be equally flourishing. I think the 
proper system would be to concentrate the responsibility into the 
hands of one or two individuals, because, in a Company like this 
and that of our neighbours, any one may see that the most enor- 
mous mistakes have been made, involving, perhaps, the sacrifice of 
millions of money, and yet cannot turn round to any one and say 
* You are responsible for this.* ** 

The floating debt of Railway Companies is a subject of serious 
anxiety — ^it is one which should be resolutely dealt with. Many 
of the Companies in the days of their prosperity made provision 
for meeting it as it fell due ; the majority, however, in this the day 
of pressure have found themselves unprovided with means to liqui- 



date their mortgage engagements, and are in oofitequent depeo- 
dance on their creditors, who may or may not demand their money 
or their bond. This is a moel unfortunate state of affkirs, and one 
which it will require a strong hand to deal with. Surely it wcmld 
be a wholesome and honest system to set aside some small portion 
of the earnings, as a fund for the gradual liquidation of incum- 
brances which hang like a mill stone around the necks of Railway 
Companies. With such provision (no matter how small the per 
centage set apart) Mortgagees would remain eager lenders at mode- 
rate rates, and all uneasiness on the score of their claims would 
vanish. 

Unfortunately, however, Parliamentary trammels interpose to 
prlvent this happy consummation. The power of revision comes 
in here as an insuperable objection to such honest providence. It 
is more to the interest of a Railway Company to remain in debt, or 
to capitalise the amount by shares issued at a discount, the nominal 
capital becoming so much the more, than to pay off that debt from 
its earnings, seeing that, in the latter case, the right of revision 
would come into operation not only the more quickly, but to the 
prejudice of the company so meeting its incumbrances ; whereas 
in the former it would be the longer delayed. If debts so liqui- 
dated were permitted to be treated as capital, then there would be 
a good inducement to provide for them out of income, and never 
otherwise. 

If, Sir, Directors would but resolve to take the lead in the pro- 
motion of every necessary reform — if they would abandon all 
traffic from which no profit arises — cut down all useless expendi- 
ture — not ** covet their neighbour's good^" — adopt the *' live and 
let live " golden maxim as their guiding rule — and promote the 
appointment of a Public Auditor of Joint Stock Companies' ac- 
counts, then indeed would they find their path easy, and their 
responsibility light. If, however, they should oppose such salu- 
tary measures, they may rest assured that they will soon cease to 
possess the confidence of their Shareholders, and vnth its loss, 
their official existenoe also. 

That you, Sir, who are in every respect so fitted to take the 
lead In legitimate Railway Reform, may not refuse the h<niorable 



task, but that you may accept it, and persevere until you have placed 
Joint Stock Companies above the fear of reproach, and far above 
that suspicion of their integrity, which now exists so generally, is 
the earnest desire and sincere wish of, 

Your most obedient, 

bumble Servant, 

JOHN WHITEHEAD. 

London^ 
2, Royal Exchange Buddings^ 
I5th November 1848. 
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This Edition will be entirely re-modelled, and will contain particulars 
of the various Guaranteed and Preferential Railway Stocks which shall 
have been created up to the time of publication. They will be classed 
as follows: — 
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complete. 



1. Parliamentary Guarantees. 

2. Guarantees secured by Leases made, or 

Agreements for same completed. 

3. Preference Shares. 

4. Stocks which must or may be paid off at 

known rates and fixed periods. 

5. Guarantees requiring Parliamentary sanction to give them 

validity. 

The rate per cent, that each will secure to purchasers at current 
prices, will be worked out and stated. 
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TO 



GEORGE CARR GLYNN, ESQ. M.P. 

CHAIRMAN OF THE 
LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Sir, 

Captain Huish having, as the "General 
Manager of the London and North Western Rail' 
way," considered it his duty (on the 28th November 
instant) to answer the Letter entitled " Railway 
Management," published on the 16th inst., which 
I did myself the honor to address to you, I briefly 
as possible reply, promising that when Captain 
Huish shall have given satisfactory answers to cer- 
tain enquiries which I have to make of him, I shall 
be the most ready to admit any erroneous conclu- 
sions I may have come to in the matter at issue 
between us. 



Of Captain Huish's reply I have nothing to com- 
plain, — its tone, style and expressions identify the 
writer as being the ''Morning Herald" reviewer 
of my Letter to you, or the reviewer as the writer 
of his reply. This is of no consequence, except in 
shewing that Captain Huish has had two shots at 
me, where, as a gallant officer, he should have be^n 
content with but one. He and the reviewer are 
pleased to be facetious and playfiil on *' my former 
occupation" and my '' present pursuits," the Captain 
as the letter writer having however this advantage, 
that he imputes no dishonorable motives to me, the 
reviewer on the contrary being very free in such 
insinuations. If the Captain be the reviewer, he 
has improved as the letter writer, — if the reviewer 
be the Captain's letter writer, he has adapted his 
manners to the standard of his friend, and is the 
better for the change — ^he has put a little " London 
and North Western polish" on his ''Morning Herald 
work." 

It is not necessary that I should defend myself 
from the mean insinuations which in this contro- 
versy have been levelled at me, — I can bear with 
them, and forgive them too. 

Capt. Huish, at page 17, kindly reminds me that 



the most profitable lines in England and Scotland 
to the present time, have been those the traffic of 
which has been confined to the carriage of coal 
and other minerals — I thank him. The lines ad- 
verted to have been successful, as he states, but 
only so because the Companies have never become 
carriers on their own account, but have had the 
wisdom to confine themselves to the supplying of 
the required locomotive power, and the receiving 
of the tolls ; beyond the necessary reparation of 
the road, they have been at little or no cost — the 
waggons, the servants, and all the other needfuls 
being found by the carrier — they have in fact con- 
ducted their business after the same fashion that 
the London and Birmingham Company did before 
it was stricken with the Grand Junction distemper, 
and under its malignant influence discarded the 
safe business which Capt. Huish applauds in the 
coal lines, but abhors when in operation on the 
lines with which he is connected. 

Captain Huish, at page 6 of his reply, ventures 
an assertion which, if his own office records do 
not prove its inaccuracy, any warehouseman in 
Cheapside will, — he says, '' I pass by, therefore, the 
remarks on this head, only reminding you that if. 
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as Mr. Whitehead observes, * the haulage rates ' 
between Manchester and London, ' were formerly 
so regulated, that whilst on the one hand they 
contributed a handsome profit to the Railway ex- 
chequer, they were on the other sufficiently reason- 
able to allow the Carriers to conduct their business 
to a profit,' the system must now work very profit- 
ably indeed, since the rates are the same, and the 
Carriers' profit comes also 'into the Companjr^s 
exchequer.'" Captain Huish, in stating that the 
rates now charged are the same as those which 
existed under the olden system, simply makes a 
mistake, as he will discover if he applies to the Com- 
pany's Accountant only. The rates have been very 
greatly reduced, and the Company are probably 
doing double work now for the same money then. 

At page 7, Captain Huish proceeds to shew up 
the '' late Secretary of the South Eastern Railway 
Company," by exhibiting the amount of business 
done by the London and North Western Railway 
Company from 1st July 1847 to 30th June 1848, 
and in apparent triumph says, that the Goods traffic 
realised sufficient to pay nearly the whole cost of 
the Passenger traffic (excluding taxes). In this 
averment Captain Huish will find he has made mis- 
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take number two. At the conclusion of the note 
which stands at the foot of page 8, he observes, 
" The Merchandise receipts are for tonnage only." 
which, if it means anything, conveys a clear and 
decided understanding that every thing which has 
been passed to the Goods account in the Company's 
ledger, has been so carried there of merchandise 
charged at per ton only ; this view is borne out by 
the context '* The Passenger receipts include nearly 
JB 105,087. for Parcels." The inference intended 
to be drawn is, that the Goods account does not 
benefit one penny by that portion of the Carriers' 
trade designated '' Smalls " — a traffic so considera- 
able and in itself so remunerative, that Railway 
Companies claim the right to examine Carriers' 
packages, and to charge separately for every indi- 
vidual parcel attempted to be conveyed in bulk. 
If Captain Huish will enquire of the Company's 
Accountant on this point also, I think he will find 
that the large sums received on account of" Smalls" 
are regularly passed to the credit of the Goods 
account. The JB 105,087. is for Coaching parcels 
forwarded by every Passenger train, and is in no 
iVay whatever mixed up with the Carriers' parcels 
by Goods Trains. That Captain Huish is in error 
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on this point I have no doubt, having myself had 
recently to pay 2s. 6d. for a package weighing about 
14 lbs. consigned to me from Lancaster by the 
Goods Train, — that is at the rate of ^20. per ton. 

Strip the Goods account of the gross amount 
received for '^ Smalls," and Captain Huish will find 
his tonnage returns hideously ugly. Strip them he 
must do, or he had better by far have left the 
question mooted by the "late Secretary of the 
South Eastern Railway Company," unanswered by 
the " General Manager of the London and North 
Western Railway." Captain Huish having come 
to the rescue, must prove his case to the letter, or 
acknowledge that " loss " is the melancholy result 
of the Goods trade as now conducted by the 
London and North Western Railway Company. 

Capt. Huish hugs bare receipts, and esteems 
them profit. 

At page 10 Capt. Huish gives the total mileage 
of the Merchandise trains for the year ending 30th 
June, 1848. Will he be so good as to add to this 
the number of Tons conveyed, reduced to the 
average sums earned per ton per mile, stating the 
gross waggon tonnage which was used for the 
actual weight carried. I am much mistaken, if 



taking the empty trucks fairly into account, the 
average weight each waggon should have credit 
for shall be found to exceed two tons per waggon 
run. 

At page 11, Capt. Huish, to give the Goods a 
help, almost proves that the Passenger-traffic is as 
bad as (he will say little better) than that of 
the Goods — this shews only that he has had 
too many trains for the traffic carried — in short, 
that Passenger trains have been running to absolute 
waste. 

Capt. Huish proceeds to say *' It would not be 
difficult to follow this reasoning into much detail, 
and to attach the cost of every item of Railway 
expence to each particular description of traffic." 
I am well pleased to find that Capt. Huish is so 
well prepared to answer such interesting enquiry, 
and shall feel thankful if he will state : 

1st. The gross amount received on account of 
'^ Smalls" carried by Goods trains from 1st July 
1847, to 30th June 1848. 

2nd. The actual weight of Merchandise carried 
in the same period, at the Company's lowest rate of 
.charge — reduced also to per ton per mile, and the 
gross sum received for the whole quantity. 
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3rd. The like information of the several other 
classes and descriptions of Traffic included in the 
Goods account, as Coals, Cattle, &c. 

4th. The proportionate cost of earning each 
description. 

5th. The amount received for '* Coach Parcels "* 
conveyed by passenger trains. 

With the above information, fairly and fiilly 
furnished, the question of right or wrong — ^guilty 
or not guilty of *' unwarranted" statements will 
readily be determined. 

If Sir, you will read the passages of -Capt. 
Huish's Letter, commencing at the end of page 12, 
and follow the same throughout page 13, you will, 
I think, feel that Capt. Huish is not over inge- 
nuous, he packs 100 tons of Goods in 22 goods 
waggons as tightly as he can do, but fills the 
carriages with passengers only two thirds, es- 
timating the two classes as equal : — in the Goods 
case he lessens the waggons required to their 
smallest amount — in the Passenger case he in- 
creases them to an extent you will be surprised at. 
Capt. Huish knows, if any man does, that the 1 st 
and 2nd Classes are not equal in number, else why 
the eternal lament that the 1st class carriages 
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have not their due proportion of patrons — one- 
third 1st class and two-thirds 2nd class would 
have been nearer the truth. Again he fixes 16 
passengers as equal to one cwt. or 1 600 to the ton, 
whereas 14 adults are considered as equal to one 
cwt. or 1400 to the ton — taking the latter as the 
more correct estimate, and one-third first class and 
two-thirds second class as the truer proportions, 
and filling the carriages completely as the Goods 
trucks have been by Capt. Huish, as so many 
'^ Sacks of Com or Barrels of Ale," then Captn. 
Huish's estimate and mine wdll differ to the extent 
of £26,000.* 



Capt, Huish^s Estimate, 

8 Engines and Tenders ...£ 16,000 

66 Isl Class Carriages 23,100 

40 2nd Class do 10,000 

16 Vans and 16 Guards ... 2,500 



£51,600 



My Estimate, 

4 Engines J£8,000 

26 1st Class Carriages 9,100 

30 2nd Class ditto 7,500 

8 Vans and 8 Guards 1,250 

£25,850 



Now, Sir, I will follow these goods and pas- 
sengers to Manchester. The 100 tons of goods at 
the 20s. rate would produce - ^100. 

The 100 tons of passengers - <£2155. 



* If Capt. Huish had made the comparison between goods and 
third class passengers only, he would have reduced the estimate 
from £51,600. to some £ 10,000. 
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The lowest (cheapest) rate at which the London 
and North Western Company carry goods ex de- 
livery is 20s. per ton, between London and Man- 
chester, or ItH. per ton per mile, the Company 
providing all the necessary appliances of waggons, 
sheets, cranes, porters, goods warehouses, &c.; 
a rate little beyond what is charged to Mr. Hudson 
for the carriage of his coals, which require no 
such aids.* " The wharves," as Capt. Huish states, 
in a note page 16, *' are formed by the coal 
owners, or rent is paid for them in addition to the 
toll." — " I am ready to agree with Mr. Whitehead, 
that the rates for the carriage of coal (although 
yielding a profit) are lower than ought to be im- 
posed on Railway Companies," says Capt. Huish ; 
and yet the London and North Western Railway 
Company are voluntarily carrying goods at a frac- 
tion of a penny per ton, so minute as barely to be 
defined above the coal rates; and Capt. Huish 
defends the practice as wise and profitable. 

Capt. Huish states, that my *' error lies in over- 



* The rate for coals is \\d, per ton per mile, waggons included — 
I J. per ton ex the waggons. Coal waggons cost some £20. less 
than goods waggons. 
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looking the fact, that quantity is the essential 
element of Railway success." Coupled with pro- 
fit, I admit it to be so. Capt. Huish is satisfied 
with quantity. 

Capt. Huish is pleased to say that it gives him 
" sincere pleasure" to agree with one who has held 
the important ofiice of ' Secretary to the South 
Eastern Railway Company' in one point. — I am 
indeed highly gratified at this singular instance of 
mutual feeling, and should have been much more 
pleased if he had been less complimentary, and 
more correct. My objections throughout my Letter 
to you, are that the Goods rates were too low, and 
the Passenger fares also too low, because ill adjusted. 
I urged that ''speed" should be paid for; and if 
the scheme I suggested (suggested merely as an 
illustration) were worked out, the 45 miles' speed, 
18 passengers in a 1st class carriage, would give 
a fare to Birmingham of £ 3. 6s. ; if at 30 miles, this 
fare would he £\. 12s.'6d. It has been said by the 
' Morning Herald ' reviewer, that no person would 
pay the additional <£ 2. 6s. 3d. to save an hour in 
time ; no doubt none would pay it ; the happy 
consequence, a discontinuance of the Express 
Trains would follow ; in place however of the £ 1. 
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now paid» for the 30 miles an hour rate^ 
£1. 12s. 6d. would be. I repeat that, what I 
urged was suggestive only ; and to this, (that is 
payment for speed and space), it will come at last, 
I have no doubt, Capt. Huish errs in saying that 
I justified " the recommendation on account of the 
superior accommodation aflForded in the carriages 
they use, and the stations they frequent.** My 
expressions are, ** No account is here taken of the 
superior accommodation required by and aflForded 
to the 1st and 2nd class passengers in the carriages 
they use, and the stations they frequent ; both of 
which should, in my opinion, be paid for.'* Capt. 
Huish has not, I fancy, read my letter himself. I 
recommend him to do so, and not to trust to his 
reviewing friend for his version. 

I am not, as Capt. Huish imagines, ignorant of 
the fact that Railway Boards are divided into sec- 
tions, each section having under its charge some 
one department of railway business — I wished to 
exchange this state of irresponsibility for responsi- 
bility, by clothing one member of the Board, who, 
in the face of all the world, should be known to be 
responsible, and be answerable accordingly with 
the duties of one department, and so on till every 
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department had been filled. Capt. Huish must have 
made but a very cursory examination of my letter 
to you, when he commits himself by saying at page 
20, " Such is in truth the practise of the London 
and North Western Railway Company, and conse- 
quently is in accordance with his ideas." 

The affairs of England, in all their multiplicities 
and complexities, are managed by a Cabinet of 
seventeen members, each responsible for some one 
department. The London and North Western 
Railway Company is controlled by forty -five 
Directors, not one of whom is individually respon- 
sible before the face of the Proprietors for any 
department. 

I may remind you, that the Liverpool and Man- 
chester Railway Company, previously to 1840,. was 
embarked in a Uke competition with the Canal 
interests which the London and North Western 
Company, with that unfortunate example before 
their eyes, is now involved in. In the Report, the 
Directors of that Company (now amalgamated with 
yours), their then Secretary, Mr. Booth, being one 
of your Secretaries, made to their Proprietors in 
January 1840, they pathetically allude to the sub- 
ject in the following words : '' The Directors are 
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happy to be able to report to the Proprietors a 
revival of the trade and commerce of the country, 
accompanied by a considerable increase in the 
general traffic of the Railway ; but they have at 
the same time to regret, that the beneficial eflFects 
of this increased traffic have been to some extent 
neutralized by one of those unfortunate contests 
betw^een the Railway Company and the Canal 
Navigations, the only clear and certain result of 
which is a very serious pecuniary loss to all parties 
concerned. The Directors are glad to state that 
this hostile and unprofitable rivalry has now been 
brought to a close." 

How soon the London and North Western Rail- 
way Company will be compelled to make a like 
confession it is impossible — with their present 
notions that the more the money received the 
more the profit — to predicate. Come, however, 
the confession must, sooner or later. 

In conclusion, I have to repeat, that when Capt. 
Huish supplies all the information required and 
now asked for, every iota of which is necessary to 
prove before the world that the London and North 
Western Railway Company made a profit, in the 
year ending 30th June last, by its purely goods 
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trade, I will become an humble apologist to you, 
and to him, and to your proprietors, for the 
allegation I have made to the contrary. 

I have the honor to be. Sir, 

Your most obedient Servant, 

JOHN WHITEHEAD. 

P.S. The very important question of the ap- 
pointment of a pubUc " Joint Stock Companies " 
Auditor, Capt. Huish has left untouched. 

London, 
2, Royal Exchange Buildings, 
November 30th, 1848. 
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TO 



GEORGE CARR GLT>', ESQ. M.P., 

CHAIRMAX OF THE 
LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 



Sir, 

Two months having elapsed since Capt. Huish, 
as the General Manager of the London and North Wes- 
tern Railway, ventured into print, with the view of 
demonstrating that I was in error, when I alleged, in my 
published Letter to you, of the 15th November, 1848, that 
the Goods traffic of the London and North Western Rail* 
way was conducted at a loss ; and a like period having 
also passed since, in my rejoinder, I denied his conclusions, 
and challenged him to produce details to justify his unsup- 
ported declarations ; and no such proof having been addu- 
ced, I think I should be fairly entitled to say that Capt, 
Huish was self convicted. Having, however, been made 
the object of much malevolent remark, — some persons im- 
pugning my motives, — others attacking me for not proving 
that in a direct manner, which no man, without having the 
London and North Western books to go to for poHitive 
proofs, could do, — I am not inclined to allow the question 
to drop by default of my antagonint. 

As I have stated, it ba» been waid by name, that I had 
not proved my allegation. If there be my (orca im thw 
objection, — and there certainly in more tlian I amid bAV« 
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wished, — how much more severely must the objection tell 
against Capt. Huish, who professed in his published 
Letter to be able " to attach the cost of every item of 
Railway expense to each particular description of traffic," 
but who produced no such necessary evidence, and when 
challenged to publish that which he wishes you to suppose 
he has at his fingers' ends, fails, though required for his 
own justification to do so. I think. Sir, I shall be for- 
given for assuming that my gallant adversary is really 
imable to adduce the details called for, or has discovered 
that their production would ruin his case, and cause the 
sudden death of his Goods system. It is certain that if 
Capt. Huish could have annihilated me by "verified 
details," he would have done so ; he would have had as 
little mercy on me as have the " Morning Herald," and 
" Morning Chronicle." The former, with all its acrimony, 
has however done me the fairness of noticing my reply to 
Capt. Huish ; the latter, though possessed of that reply 
the day before it honored me with a condemnatory Leader, 
having failed then, or since, to say one word on its merits 
or demerits. 

I think. Sir, that Capt. Huish will be found to be well 
informed on "generalities," but that of "particularities " 
he is utterly ignorant. He can no more satisfy you of 
what the weight of Goods consisted which was carried of 
particular classes, for any three months of the past year, 
than I can. He can, I dare say, tell you the total weight, 
but whether of remunerative or unremunerative traffic, or 
how made up, he is more uninformed than the clerks in 
his own office. He can probably give you the number of 
miles which have been traversed by Locomotives on Goods 
account, but whether the waggons they moved carried an 
average load of one ton or four tons he has no means of 
acquainting himself, or of informing you. The real i 
tion, namely, the paying quality of your Goods 
therefore, as obscure as it was before Capt. Hi 
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tured into 22 pages of letter-press, to satisfy the world 
that it was profitable, which, if a fact, a few verified figures 
would have substantiated. Capt. Huish, I repeat, need 
not have exhausted himself over 22 pages of letter-press 
to prove that I was wrong; it was simply necessary for 
him to say — ** We carried so many tons of the 1st Class 
Goods, received so much on their account, and expended 
so much " ; and so on through each class ; and if he had 
been able to shew profit, after allowing for every railway 
contingency, then I should have been defeated, and would 
gladly have acknowledged myself to be so. All which 
Capt, Huish really did, was to take advantage of an omis- 
sion of mine, to except in words from the Merchandise 
account the amount received for "Smalls." His whole 
case was built upon that omission. He defended his Ton- 
nage rates by the receipts of the " Smalls." This style of 
objection was very fair in the Morning Herald, who made 
much use of it, but it was utterly unworthy of Capt. 
Huish, who was on his trial, and should have taken higher 
ground than a mere quibble to build his defence on. 

Two months having passed by since my challenge was 
given, I am fairly entitled, I repeat, to hold that Capt. 
Huish cannot, or will not, produce those verified details 
which were essential to his case. This kind of negative 
proof on my side will not, however satisfy me ; nay more, 
I feel it to be incumbent on me to sift the question fur- 
ther, and with this view, I shall proceed to lay before you 
such confirmatory evidence, in support of my original 
allegations, as Capt. Huish's meagre Letter, the London 
and North Western, the late London and Birmingham, 
and the Grand Junction published Accounts furnish ; and 
I am satisfied that, spite of all difficulties, I shall make 
^^^jj^lQ^^a case, not only against the system, but the whole 
^^^^^^^Hfekof the London and North Western Railway, 
^^^^^^^^ time surprise and please the Proprie- 

^^^ because, in their trusting innocence, 

T b2 



they have hitherto imagined the system to be perfection, 
and the management economical ; and please them, since 
in the refonnation of the one, and the correction of the 
other, Dividends are to be found, which are now absorbed 
by wasteful mismanagement, and squandered to counte- 
nance a system founded in quackery, and supported by 
little else tlian delusion. 

At page 6 of his published Letter to you, Capt. Huish 
ventures on the following unqualified assertion in reference 
to a previous statement made by myself to the contrary, 
that the London and North Western " system must now 
work very profitably indeed since the rates were the same," 
as those which existed under the London and Birmingham 
rule. In my reply to Capt. Huish's Letter, also published, 
I ventured to contradict this very rash declaration, and 
referred Capt. Huish, for proof against himself, to the 
Company's Accountant ; or, if all the olden documents had 
been destroyed when the new system was introduced, to 
any warehouseman in Cheapside, who would have satisfied 
him on the subject. In that reply I did not consider it 
necessary to go into proofs, thinking it just possible that 
Capt. Huish seeing that he had committed a gross error 
would have acknowledged he had been too hasty in what 
he had written, and so the necessity of formal proof would 
have been abandoned. This magnanimous part, however, 
not having been taken by that gentleman, I proceed to give 
undeniable evidence that the Classifications toto coelo have 
been altered, and in very few cases it vrill be seen added to, 
— ^reduction has been the rule, addition to the price the 
exception. How Capt. Huish can justify himself for this 
rash and wrong asseveration I cannot comprehend ; indeed 
I cannot imagine how he could have forgotten his own 
report to the Directors of the London and North Western 
Company which bears the date of February 11th, 1848, 
wherein he acknowledges that the partial working of his 
Goods system had been followed at Liverpool not by an 



increase of papng traffic, but of an addition of " no less 
than 30,000 tons of grain, flour and provisions, which are 
in the lowest class," and were all in a higher class before, 
and are now carried at rates within a fraction of the coal 
rates, which Capt. Huish is himself ashamed of. His 
memory must be of about the worst, to have so soon lost 
all trace of these his own verba scripta^ and have plunged 
him into a written declaration of so contrary a character. 
I can find no excuse for this rashness. Eagerness to sup- 
port that which absorbs his thoughts by day, and becomes 
his dream by night, (his Goods system) would be some 
palliation under other circumstances, and from almost any 
other man, but for its advocate, its autocrat, (Capt. Huish) 
to have made this wrong averment, the misstatement is in- 
defensible. 

The following details shew the Goods rates as they were 
under the London and Birmingham regime when £10. per 
cent, dividends ruled, and those of the London and North 
Western Company under Capt. Huish's guidance, when 
the proprietors are woefully asking, " Oh! where, and oh! 
where is my £10. per cent, gone ? *' and echo answers des- 
pondingly, " Oh where! oh where! " I think. Sir, before 
I have done, I shall be enabled to give the true reply to 
this lament, and point out the whereabouts. 

It will be remarked, that the rates are set out as between 
London and Birmingham only, and the reason for this is 
because, owing to the Grand Junction rates coming into 
operation from that point, the comparisons cannot be made 
beyond. If the contrasts could have been carried out to 
Manchester, the discordances which are shewn would have 
been more marked, and Capt. Huish's difficulties to defend 
his heedless assertion and his system too, more and more 
impossible of being got over. 

Now for the statement that " the rates are the same." 
The following shows the Railway Rates for " Toll and Lo- 
comotive Power," which were charged by the London and 



Birmingham Company before they were " Carriers," and 
those now charged by the London and North Western 
Company as " Carriers on their own account," deducting 
from the latter, for the collection and delivery,- sheets, 
ropes, loading and unloading, rent of sheds, gas, (formerly 
paid for separately by the Carriers) damage, bad debts, &c. 
a imiform 10*. per ton. This will be really insufficient to 
cover the cost, but it will show to a certain extent what is 
doing. 

The First Class under the London and Birmingham pe- 
riod was a charge for locomotive power onhfy and did not 
include waggons. The 2nd, 3rd, 4th and 5th Classes of 
the London and Birmingham then, are therefore eompared 
with the 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th Classes of the London and 
North Western iiow. 

LONDON TO BIRMINGHAM. 



CLASSES. 


Rat 08 before 

the Comiuuiy 

were 


Rates now, the 
Coiupau^ being 


B«tenow. 


1st 

2lld 

3rd 
4th 


8. d. 
11 8 
U 
18 8 
23 4 


s. d. 

11 8 
17 6 
22 6 
27 6 


S. d. 

Nil. 
3 6 

3 10 

4 2 



According to this, therefore, there is no gain on the First 
Class, but tliere is on the remaining three. 

The value of this apparent saving will however be a good 
deal reduced if we drop the distinction of classes, and take 
the rates paid under the old and under tlie new system on 
a few of the staple articles of which the bulk of the Mer- 
chandise traffic consists : 



E.C the ewt {)£ collcctiou and doHvery. 



LONDON TO BIRMINGHAM. 



ABTICLES CABBIED. 


Bate to the 

London and 

Birmingliam 

Company. 


Bate to the 
London and 
Northwes- 
tern Com- 

10». per ton 
Caxrier Costs 


Increase 
under the 
New Plan 
per ton. 


Loss 

under the 
New Plan 
per ton. 


Grain, Com and Malt ... 
Porter and Ale 


8. d. 
14 
14 
18 8 
18 8 
14 
14 
14 
14 
11 8 
18 8 
14 
18 8 
23 4 


8. d, 
11 8* 

11 8 
17 6 

11 8 
17 6 
15 
17 6 

11 6 
8 4 

17 6 

12 6 
17 6 
35 


8. 
... 

3* 

1 
3 

ll" 


d. 


6 


8. d. 
2 4 
2 4 


Window Glass 


1 2 


Cotton Wool 


7 


Spirits & Wine in Casks 

Sugar and Coffee 

Common Paper 

Spelter 

Iron 

Grates 


••• 

2* 4 
3 4 
1 2 


Iron Wire 


1 6 


Wool 

Furniture & light Goods 


1 2 



There is a seeming gain of 1*. per ton on sugars and 
coffee, but practically there is a loss, the fact being that 
Capt. Huish is so eager to secure " quantity " that he not 
only does not adhere to his own scale of charges, but is ever 
ready on pressure from the fortunate or the influential, to 
reduce his rates in their favour, and it is known that he does 
so to a large extent when it pleases him to give way, — though 
he refers the less fortunate tradesman to the schedule when 
it serves his purpose to do so, he however makes " special " 
rates on "special" occasions. 

Spirits and Furniture are about the only exceptions to 
the rule of reduced rates ; the risk however on these goods 
is so unusually heavy that there can be little to boast of 
there. 

* It is to be understood that Grain^ Flour^ and Malt^ are conveyed 
by barges from the river to the railway^ and delivered in Birmingham, 
by the Company, for 16^. Sd. ter ton. It would be perhaps too much 
to take 105. from this rate, but if we take 8s, (supposing the barging, &c. 
but 2s, per ton less than the carting), we shall have only 8*. Sd, left to 
the new plan againt I4s, under the old, or a loss of 5^. 4d per ton, — 
practically the bulk of the grain goes this way. 
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Can any reasonable man doubt that the London and 
North Western Company, with the evidence only which 
these prices afford, has, under very hazardous guidance, 
embarked m a course in which it requires the coolest head 
that man was ever blessed with to direct them. Capt. 
Huish avers that his " rates are the same," and that he has 
the " Carriers' profits too," the actual undeniable fact being 
that his rates arc so reduced that, coupled with the Carrier's 
costs, risks, and his own reckless outlay, he is in possession 
of the shadow only, having, like the foolish dog in the fable, 
dropped the substance. 

As respects the mere difference of the rates, that which 
I have shewn may be "news" even to you — Capt. Huish's 
declaration that they " are the same " has no doubt satisfied 
you liitherto. I trust however not only that you vrill now 
enquire for yourself, but that your proprietors will also 
become a thinking and inquisitive body. The more that 
London and North Western present management and policy 
are enquired into the better for all interested; truth only is 
wanted to give both the " coup de graceJ"^ 

This " carrying on your own account " at the time you 
adopted it, was the fashionable remedy for improving rail- 
way resources. I don't know what was not promised by 
its promoters, railway revolutions were effected by its 
advocates ; the great experiment which was to work such 
mighty wonders — which was to make that prosperous 
which had never prospered before, and that which had 
always prospered, prosper the more — ^has been tried on 
the large and on the small scale. Let us examine into its 
operation in your great London and North Western Rail- 
way Company, seeing that if the experiment had a fairer 
chance of success than another it had it there, and should, 
looking farther to the mighty character of the resources at 
command, have succeeded to perfection if success were 
possible. I propose. Sir, to examine this most interesting 
question in every possible phase, and I think the result of 



that examination will startle you, and convince you too 
that you have been completely misled by those about 
you. 

In the Minutes of the Evidence taken before the Select 
Committee on "Railway Acts Enactments," in 1846, and 
published by order of the House of Commons, Mr. Saunders 
is asked, (^393) " Can you state the average expense of 
each train per mile per ton ?" — The answer given is " The 
best return of the expense per train per mile is in the 
Report upon the Guages : it is between 4*. and 5*. per 
train per mile including the whole expense, the traffic, the 
locomotive power, the clerks, the policemen, the porters, 
and the wear and tear of the carriages." (2394) " Every- 
thing but the dividends? " — " Everything but the dividends 
and interest of money." Mr. Robert Stephenson was 
asked the same questions on a subsequent day, and replied, 
" The total cost of working the railway trains will vary 
from 3*. to 5*. per mile ; that is including all the fixed and 
variable expences; everything included, 5s. is the outside," 
(2831). Again at 2835 he says, " In the London and 
Birmingham when it first commenced, the first two or 
three years it ranged about 6s. or 6*. 6rf., but we have 
reduced the expenses a good deal since that, and it may 
be taken now as ranging, I think, from 3*. to 5*. per 
mile." 

The cost of working may without fear of objection be 
taken as 4*. 6d. per train per mile, and at this rate I pro- 
pose to examine your Goods trade. By no other estimate 
can a just appreciation of the paying character of a traffic 
be arrived at ; the rate fixed by the two high authorities 
quoted being intended to cover every ordinary railway 
charge and contingency, such as depreciation of stock and 
renewal of the way from that daily wear and tear which all 
the perishable parts of a railway are, despite the greatest 
care, doomed to undergo, and though a railway company 
may be so unwise as to leave the morrow to take care of 
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itself^ the rule being to look to the existing moment only, 
the day of reckoning must sooner or later come, and when 
it does come, if the proprietor have not himself set aside a 
part of his railway income to meet the call of reparation 
of stock and renewal of way which will then fall upon him, 
he will be compelled to pledge his income to raise the 
means to do that, which a wisely conducted company 
would have spared him the care even of thinking about, 
by setting apart annually that small per centage of his 
means, which put aside year by year would be ready for 
those claims of wliich your own railway will be one of the 
earliest examples, unhappily, most unhappily so, without 
one penny (save £16,000. last year) to be found in your 
railway purse to meet the crying, the coming necessity. 
Of this however more anon, when I come to speak of and 
give some extracts from your resident Engineer's warning 
report on the subject. 

The 4tf. Grf. per train per mile has, as I have stated, been 
fixed as that which will cover all the usual railway charges; 
it was ^not however intended to embrace within its range 
such extra sums as a railway company being its own car- 
rier incurs over those which a railway company not being 
its own carrier would need to expend ; for example, the 
London and Birmingham Company, as will be seen by 
subsequent calculations, would, according to its rate of 
expenditure in conducting its ** non-carrying " trade, have 
expended £ 35,639. to earn the £339,800. thus received by 
the London and North Western Company on Merchandise 
account in the half-year ending 30th June 1848, against 
the £ 75,093. actually expended (exclusive of collection 
and delivery), the difference tlierefore I consider as an 
excess charge peculiar to a company acting as a " carrier," 
and to be deducted from the profit which may appear to 
have been made after charging each train mile at 4*. Qd. 
This deduction and that for the interest on borrowed 
capital being made, the result will be the profit or loss on 
the general Merchandise account. 
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This general Merchandise account receives credit for 
goods, cattle and coal traffic, and also for a very profitable 
portion of merchandise trade, termed " smalls," * not 
carried by the ton weight, but charged as barrels of oysters 
and parcels of limited weight are, at per parcel. Again the 
profit made on " collection and delivery " slips into this 
account also, and the innocent shareholder is led to suppose 
that for " tonnages " only, that is, for goods paid for at 
20s, or 40*. per 20 cwts. your Merchandise total is made 
up ; and to this view of the question Capt. Huish has him- 
self most improperly (because wrongly) lent himself, in the 
note at the foot of page 8 of his published letter, which 
says, " the merchandise receipts are for tonnage only." 
This obvious mistake I pointed out in my reply ; a mis- 
direction such as this Capt. Huish should never have 
made. 

Railway merchandise accounts seldom give information 
of any value to the shareholder, those of the London and 
North Western are no exception to this rule, it is there- 
fore impossible for me (Capt. Huish refusing) to say on 
which class of your goods you are making a profit, on 
which the loss that I shall prove really arises. I must leave 
him to settle that question with you and your proprietors. 

To proceed however with the examination — at page 10 
of Capt. Huish's letter it appears that the 

Merchandise Receipts for the year ending the 30th 
June 1848, were - £722,376 

That the total Mileage run with Merchandise Trains 
was - 2,626,049 Miles 

The average Receipt per mile therefore was 5*. 6d. 

If we multiply the miles run by 4*. 6d. we shall find 
the result amount to £590,861., which may be esteemed 

* Capt. Huish refers to this class of the traffic in his report 
of his, of 11th February 1848, a copy of which I have, as the " essence 
of the whole carrying question," and congratulates himself on " the 
productiveness of the traffic." 
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that proper proportion of the earnings which under pru- 
dential management should be set aside to meet current 
charges and future contingencies, the balance after such 
reserves have been made being the amount from which, 
after payment of interest on borrowed capital, the dividend 
fund would arise. As however the company, owing to 
their being " carriers on their own account " incur costs 
and charges peculiar to that business, and beyond what 
may be reckoned ordinary railway charges, it will be neces- 
sary to add to the merchandise expenses the excess pro- 
portion on the year under examination, — all these things 
done, the question of " profit " or " loss," in the honest 
interpretation of the words, will be determined. 

The cost of working at 4*. 6d. per train nule is, as I have 
shewn above, £590,861. The proportion of the interest on 
the borrowed capital I take as £58,135. or one-third of the 
whole amount paid on this account in the year under scru- 
tiny. The whole sum earned by the London and Birming- 
ham Company on Merchandise account for the year ending 
31st December 1846 — the last of its existence as an inde- 
pendent company — ^was £^17,730. The total costs which 
appear under the head of " Merchandise Charges " in the 
same accounts, are £ 15,933. The total sum earned by the 
London and North Western Company for the year ending 
30th June 1848 on Merchandise account, was £722,376. 
The costs which appear in the same accounts under the 
head of « Merchandise Charges " are £153,686. 

The foregoing figures are not taken from periods which 
favor my views ; on the contrary, earlier years would have 
served me better, the London and Birmingham " Merchan- 
dise Charges" having been higher by £5000. at least on the 
year selected than on previous years. By taking the last 
year's accounts of that Company, and the last published 
year's accounts of the London and North Western, I felt 
that I was acting most impartially in respect of both. 
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The total Merchandise receipts of the London and North 
Western Company for the year ending 30th June 1848, 
were . . . £722,376 

Deduct the cost of working at 4s. 6d. 

per train mile . . £ 590,861 

Deduct proportion of interest on Loans 58,135 

Deduct proportion of Merchandise' 

Charges, which being peculiar to a 

Company acting as " Carriers," in 

excess of those which the London ^ 100,825 

and Birmingham Company, not being | 

" Carriers,'* would have incurred :* 
217,730 : 722,376 :: 15,933 : 52,861 J 



Loss on the Merchandise account for the year 



£749,821 



ending 30th June 1848 . . £27,445 



which £27,445. would be increased just so much as the 
" smalls," and the profit on " collection and deKvery," may 
amount to. I purpose, however, to leave these values as 
they stand, and to give Capt. Huish all the advantage of 
them in his general Merchandise account which they may 
be worth, and so let this part of my proof remain as it 
stands. 

This generosity, however, on my part, does not relieve 
Capt. Huish from proving to you on which of the classes 
of Goods it is that you have made not only this undeniable 
loss, and swallowed up not alone the whole of the profit on 
the " smalls " and the " collection and delivery," but that 
also of those classes of Goods on which at the highest rates 
there is no doubt profit was made. This is no enviable 
task for that gentleman to accomplish ; it is, however, due 
to you, to your proprietors, and to the public, that he 
should justify his allegation openly and publicly made, 
that " profit " and not " loss " had ensued. 

* London and North Western " Merchandise Charges " £ 153,686 
London and Birmingham proportion as per the above 
would have been . . 52,861 

Excess by London and North Western Company £ 100,825 
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I know that objection will be taken to the 4f. 6(L per 
train mile tcst^ because the London and North Western 
Company have not adopted the principle of a depreciation 
of "Stock" and "Way" fund; but on the contrary, as 
respects " Stock," have repudiated its necessity. Because, 
therefore — though your Company is gaining its existence 
by the aid of machinery which from the nature of its busi- 
ness must be worn out and replaced by new in a period 
varying, according to the use had of it, from 15 to 30 
years — ^you prefer to divide the uttermost farthing of dis- 
posable balance, and leave to your successors the providing 
of the new machinery, when required, at their own and 
sole cost, I am to blink the question also, and treat the 
daily destruction of the perishable parts of your property 
consequent on your business as part of your profit ; as if, 
in fact, your road was Adamantine, and your resources 
Califomian. This mode of proving your Goods traffic 
profitable may serve the views of parties who coute qui 
coute wish it to appear so ; it will not, however, in the long 
run suit your proprietors. Profit, clear and indisputable, 
is that only which would satisfy you in your own great 
commercial undertaking, and surely the same principle 
which would govern you in estimating your profits should 
guide the London and North Western, and all other Rail- 
way Companies, in ascertaining theirs. What would be 
thought of the ship-owner who neither by insurance nor 
reserve set apart any portion of his annual profits to replace 
his vessels when by " wreck " or " rot " his stock-in-trade 
was gone ? And yet Railway Companies are so acting, the 
London and North Western Company — the first in impor- 
tance — being the first of the wrong doers. 

Capt. Huish reminds me strongly of the grocer who sells 
his good sugars " dirt cheap " that he may find customers for 
his rubbishy teas at high prices. The parallel holds good, 
however, in Capt. Huish's case only to the extent of the 
selUng of his sugars at less than prime cost, he having no 
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teas by the sale of which to make his profit. If losing 
tonnage-rates would bring remunerative traffic to compen- 
sate, then I should say to Capt. Huish, carry cheaper and 
cheaper still ; but I defy him to shew me that he has gained 
in this way ; on the contrary, his low rates have induced a 
larger mass of the unremimerative traffic to your line, with- 
out adding one pound weight of paying traffic. 

By Capt. Huish's report before referred to, of the 11th 
February 1848, it appears that one of the results of the 
reductions of the wares he deals in has been, to lead to an 
increase of the weight carried, at one station alone, of 
30,000 tons of Grain, &c., which under the London and 
Birmingham scale of charges would, as between London 
and Birmingham, that is 113 miles, with a mere fraction 
of reduction, have brought to the Compquy 14^. per ton, 
whilst under the London and North Western scale, but 
11*. 8d. per ton is charged. Ux uno disce omnes. 

Oh ! but for a trade in Teas to back this cunning carrying 
device, and your £ 10. per cent, dividend would live again. 
Lacking, however, this essential element, what, let me ask, 
is to be done, but to discard the grocer's principles, and 
adopt those in their place which govern private commercial 
bodies? As the retail grocer, Capt. Huish would have 
made his fortune: as the manager of your Railway on 
grocer-like principles, except in selling your sugars he dis- 
poses also of your teas, he will soon lose you a serious 
fortune in money, and reputation too. Let me hope that 
he will quickly alter his system, and return to sound and 
wholesome principles of trading. 

At pages 12-13, Capt. Huish says, "The imnaediate 
question is not the actual but the proportionate profit of 
Passenger and Merchandise trains ; " and after some would- 
be facetious remarks at my expence, he proceeds to say, 
that to convey 100 tons of Goods 22 trucks would be 
ample, and that the Capital employed in the engine and 
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otiier necessaries would amount to £3^650. — that 100 tons 
of Passengers would require for their conveyance a Capital 
representing, in engines, carriages, &c., £51,600. — the 
proportions, as between the two, are therefore 14 to 1. 
That 32 servants would be necessary for the Passenger 
traffic, 4 being sufficient for the Merchandise business — 
the proportions therefore on this account are 8 to 1. At 
page 15 he estimates that the 4 tons of Passengers would 
require a dead weight of 52 tons to convey them ; the 72 
tons of Merchandize " only 80 tons" — the proportions on 
this account are consequently 13 to 1. 

The case, therefore, stands thus : that^ according to Capt. 
Huish, the Capital as between the Passengers and Goods 
is 14 to 1; the Servants, 8 to 1; and the Dead Weight, 
12 to 1. There can be no disagreement as to these arith- 
metical conclusions. 

Capt. Huish in no part of his Letter gives the means of 
comparing the relative cost of the two services. On this, 
the key of the whole question, he was silent at first, and 
though challenged to produce the figures in corroboration 
of his assertions, he is silent still. I must, therefore, con- 
tinue to make the best I can of the very scanty means he 
has supplied, "to prove on which side the balance of 
receipt lay." Capt. Huish's object throughout his whole 
Letter, has evidently been to make the Passengers seem 
the worst (dearest) traffic of the two. 

Taking the three facts as stated, the inference will not 
be objected to, that the Passenger traffic is not, in first 
expenses, quite fourteen times so costly as the Goods, the 
requirements on account of collection and delivery being 
left out of the question. 

Capt. Huish assumes that 100 tons of Goods will require 
but 22 trucks. Now as he estimates the Passengers at an 
average according to experience, so should he have esti- 
mated the Goods. If he will do this he must allow 44 
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trucks, and their et ceteras, for his 100 tons of Goods ; if 
he take experience as his guide in the one case to the dis- 
advantage of the Passenger service, common candour should 
have led him to do so in the other, though it told against 
the Goods, he having positive accuracy at his elbow, if he 
desired its production. 

Taking 44 trucks, with all their appliances, as the truer 
estimate, (and making due allowance for the moving of 
empty trucks, mine will be the approved one of the two,) 
then the Goods Capital, and attendant expences, must be 
doubled to arrive at the correct cost of the service. This 
doubling will necessarily reduce the relative proportions 
of cost from ^^th to yth. The cost, therefore, of the 
Plant of the London and North Western Company's Goods 
traffic per ton of paying weight will be only 7 times as 
much as that of its Passenger traffic. 

We now come to the proportionate earnings; and here, 
again, CapL Huish has given nothing like official data to 
guide us. What information, however, he has given is 
his own, and such as it is, I presume is based upon some- 
thing of a character to which he can refer, and justify him- 
self to you privately, if he will not to me publicly. Refer 
to page 11 of his Letter, and you will find as the result of 
the traffic in Passengers and Goods in the month of Octo- 
ber last, that " as the Third Class exceeds the first, a 
receipt of \\d. per passenger per mile is above an 
average, while a l^d. a ton a mile was less than the 
receipt on the Goods, after deducting the cost of collection 
and delivery." At page 12 we shall find 16 Passengers go 
to the ton; if therefore I call the earnings fronji a tou of 
Passengers 16 times those of a ton of Goods, I overstate 
the difference, but not materially; say, however, 15 times 
as much, and my estimate cannot be objected to. Now, I 
have shewn that the expences of a ton of Passengers are 
only 7 times those of a ton of Goods ; if tlierefore a ton 
of Passengers costs £> 14. and earns £30., a ton of Gpod^ 

c 
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will cost £2|.> and earn £2^. I have been guilty of no 
assumptions here; I have taken Capt. Huish's facts and 
figures exactly as he has supplied them, simply correcting his 
under estimate of the number of Goods trucks, raising it 
for the conveyance of 100 tons of Goods from 2S to 44? 
trucks, railway experience justifying the addition. 

Now, Sir, for the result, and it is so simple, and withal 
so conclusive against Capt. Huish, and his whole theory, 
that I am at a loss to conceive how he will escape firom the 
entanglement of his own net. The portentous conclusion 
is this: that unless the Passenger traffic makes a profit of 
•^ths of the gross earnings, the Goods make no profit 
at all! And taking the gross receipts from all sources, 
and the gross expenditure on all accounts for the year cited 
by Capt. Huish, (to June, 1848) it will be found that 
the balance of profit is less by £2 1 ,049, than -J^ ^ of the gross 
earnings should be ; in other words, if he have not built 
his statement on a fallacy, Capt. Huish himself proves an 
abstraction in the year referred to from the passenger 
profits by the merchandise traffic of the £31,049. 

Here I might leave Capt. Huish and the Goods question, 
and pay my parting respects to you, but that an examination 
into your own London and North Western accounts, since 
the amalgamation, and those of the London and Birming- 
ham, Grand Junction, and Liverpool and Manchester, 
before that event, afibrds food for much useful comparison, 
and will tend to place the question in a light such as the most 
opaquely minded cannot fail to comprehend. I purpose, 
therefore, to institute some comparisons, the correctness 
of each of which will be verified by reference to the pub- 
lished accounts of the London and North Western Com- 
pany, for one or all of the five half years which, to the 
30th June 1848, followed the amalgamation, and backward 
from the 31st December 1845, the five half years, one or 
all which, as respects the three then independent compa- 
nies, preceded the amalgamation. 
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The first comparison* which I shall make shall be a 
very short but a very conclusive one. The last London 
and Birmingham statement of accounts was to 31st Decem- 
ber 1845, and for the half-year terminating then I find 
that the total receipts on Merchandise account credited to 
revenue were £111,691. or on the 113 earning miles, 
£988. per mile on the half-year — the expences on the 
debit side, "Merchandise traffic charges," £12,009. or 
£ 106. per mile. The Merchandise receipts of the London 
and North Western Company for the half-year ending the 
30th June 1S48, appear by the accounts to have been 
£339,800., or on the 438 earning miles an average of 
£775. per mile — the expences under the head of merchan- 
dise traffic charges being £75,093. or £171. per mile. 
These, Sir, are figures, facts and deductions, based on the 
published accounts of each company. The results are such 
that I cannot forego repeating them and placing them in 
juxtaposition, at the same time asking if it be possible to 
conceive that evidence more damnatory of the whole system 
could be found than is here produced. It must be borne 
in mind too, that the London and Birmingham Company 
had progressed in its Goods receipts every half-year, and if 
it had remained independent would have continued to 
improve, and that the Merchandise traffic charges, owing 
to the necessity of closing the accounts for the amalga- 
mated company, shew the sum of £ 12,009. for the half- 
year the subject of that comparison, whilst the average of 
the five previous half-years gives about £5,500.; so that 
in every respect I take that company at a disadvantage, 
whilst the London and North Western has all the gain (as 

* The London and Birmingham line I have taken as 113 miles 
(112| truly), and the London and North Western as 438 miles. If 
the averages had been struck over the 634 miles, which the company, 
according to your last report, appear to be really working, the receipts 
per mile would be £535. ; the merchandise traffic charges £118., both 
per mile. The merchandise receipts, therefore, mile for mile will have 
fallen 453 V^ cent., and the charges increased Hi per cent. 

c2 
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Capt. Huisli considers it) which the change of systems and 
the competition lie has encouraged have given to him. I 
may remark too, that if each half-year of the two com- 
panies be compared one with another the result will be 
equally unfortunate to the London and North Western 
proprietors, to that section of them especially who were 
London and Birmingham proprietors. 

Avorago MerchandiBe Average 

Morcliandise Receipts Traffic Charge 

Receipts. per Mile. Charges, per MUe. 

London & Birmingham £111,690 £988 £12,009 £106 

London & North Western £339,800 £775 £75,093 £171 

so that even under the disadvantageous (as respects the 
London and Birmingham) circumstances above referred to, 
it appears that the merchandise receipts per mile have 
decreased 21 J per cent., the melancholy conclusion also is 
arrived at, that the merchandise charges have increased 
61^ per cent.! 

I could have wished to follow this course of comparison 
through every item of charge connected with the service, 
but the accounts give no means of doing so item by item. 
There is however a very curious illustration in a small way, 
not bearing out Capt. Huish's romantic account of the 
Goods train, which in its "stately march gives no trouble 
on the journey, utters no complaint, and grumbles not at 
a quiet speed of twenty miles an hour." The following 
shews what has been paid by the two companies as com- 
pensation for accidents and losses, for equal periods before 
and since the amalgamation. 



London and Birmingham, 




London j- North Western* 


» 




£. 8 


d. 




£ *. 


d. 


31st Dec. 1843 


275 17 


8 


30th June, 1846 


934 3 


7 


30th June, 1844 


193 3 





31st Dec. 1846 


3629 2 


4 


31st Dec. 1844 


182 12 


6 


30th June, 1847 


4332 


2 


30th June 1845 


463 19 


7 


31st Dec. 1847 


5659 19 


1 


31st Dec. 1845 


683 10 


4 


30th June, 1848 


5242 18 


4 



* The current half-year will necessarily show an enormous increase 
on the cost of losses, that is, if the recent strike amongst the engine 
drivers be fairly stated. 
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It appears that the London and Birmingham Company, 
in the last half year of its existence as an independent con- 
cern, earned on Goods account £111,690, at a cost under 
the head of ** Merchandise charges" of £12,009.; the 
London and North Western Company having in the half 
year which ended 30th June, 1848, earned on Goods ac- 
count £339,800. at a cost of £75,093. under the same 
head of charges. 

111,690 : 339,800 :: 12,009 

If £111,690. could be earned on Goods account by the 
London and Birmingham Company at a cost of £12,009. 
under the head of Merchandize charges, what would have 
been the cost to that Company of earning the £339,800. 
which the London and North Western Company did earn 
on Goods account? The answer to this enquiry wiU be 
£36,535. as that which would have sufficed for the London 
and Birmingham Company, the actual London and North 
Western cost having exceeded this by more than cent, per 
cent. (£75,093.) 

Let us try this another way. If the London and Bir- 
mingham Company required an expenditure under the 
head of Merchandize charges in the half year referred to, 
of £12,009. to earn £111,690., how much would that 
Company have earned had its expenditure been that of the 
London and North Western Company (£75,093.) ? 

12,009 : 75,093 :: 111,690 
The answer to this enquiry will be £698,404., as the 
amount which would have been earned by the London and 
Birmingham Company with that rate of expenditure against 
the £ 339,800. earned by the London and North Western 
Company, or nearly cent, per cent, in favor of the London 
and Birmingham over the London and North Western 
system ! 

The Locomotive charges of the same half years give me 
the opportunity of making two other comparisons elucidative 
of the question of comparative economy of the London 
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and Biimingham and London and North Western manage- 
ments. 

The London and Birmingham Company earned in the 
half year referred to (31st Decemher, 1845,) on Passenger 
and Merchandise accounts £534,298. at a cost under the 
head of " Locomotive power" of £57,961. 

The London and North Western Company earned in its 
half year referred to (30th June, 1848,) on Passenger and 
Merchandise accounts £1,009,907. at a cost under the 
head of " Locomotive power " of £ 126,626. 

The interesting questions we have now to solve are — 
1st, What, at the rate of its Locomotive expenditure, 
would the London and Birmingham have disbursed to have 
earned the £ 1,009,907. received by the London and North 
Western. Snd, What amount the London and Birming- 
ham would have earned at an expenditure of the £126,^6. 
actually disbursed by the London and North Western on 
Locomotive account, — the earnings and expenditure of 
each Company forming the elements of the calculations. 

1st, 534,298 : 1,009,907 : : 57,961 

The answer will be £ 109,555. as that which the London 
and Birmingham Company would have expended to earn 
the £ 1,009,907. earned by the London and North Western 
against the £ 126,626. expended by the latter Company, 
or an excess expenditure on its part over that of the Lon- 
don and Birmingham scale of management of £ 17,071. 

2nd, 57,961 : 126,626 : : 534,298 

The answer will be £ 1,167,267. as the amount which the 
London and Birmingham would have earned at the London 
and North Western actual expenditure, or £157,360. more 
than was earned by the latter Company. 

Suppose, Sir, we now try the whole earnings and costs 
of the two Companies for the same periods by the same 
rule. 

The London and Birmingham Company earned in its 
half year on Passenger and Merchandise accounts the gross 



sum of £534^398. at a cost^ including interest on loans, 
amounting to £222,540. 

The London and North Western Company earned in its 
half year on Passenger and Merchandise accoimts the gross 
sum of £ 1,009,907., and expended, including interest on 
loans, and loss on North Union Lease, £542,735. 

That which I propose to ascertain is, what the London 
and Birmingham Company at its rate of expenditure would 
have disbursed to earn that which the London and North 
Western Company did earn. 

534,298 : 1,009,907 :: 222,540 
The answer that these figures will give is £420,398. as the 
amount which would have been expended by the London 
and Birmingham Company against the £ 542,735. actually 
disbursed by the London and North Western Company. 
Try the same half year by another test: 
The Carrying Stock of the London and Birmingham 
Company in the half year terminating 31st December 1845, 
was estimated in the accounts as of the cost of £298,499., 
the gross earnings on Passenger and Merchandise accoimts 
having been £ 534,298. 

The Carrying Stock of the London and North Western 
Company in the half year terminating 30th Jime 1848, was 
estimated in the accounts as of the cost of £1,674,600., 
the gross earnings on Passenger and Merchandise accounts 
having been £ 1,009,907. 

298,499 : 1,674,600 : : 534,298 
If £298,499. sunk in Carrying Stock enabled the 
London and Birmingham Company to earn £534,298. 
on Passenger and Merchandize accounts in the half year 
quoted, how much would that Company, assimiing of course 
that the same care in the management existed in the one 
case as the other, have earned with a Carrying Stock of the 
cost of the London and North Western, (£1,674,600.) The 
answer to this enquiry will be £2,997,448. as the amount 
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whicli the London and Birmingham would, under such cir-- 
cunistances liave eanied, or nearly 200 per cent, more than 
the London and North Western did earn, (£ 1,009,907.) 

Let me put this in another shape. — If the London and 
Birmingham Company found in practice, that a Carrying 
Stock of the cost of £298,499. was sufficient to enable 
them to earn £534,298. in a given period of time, what 
amount of outlay in Carrying Stock would have been re- 
quired to enable them to earn £ 1,009,907. The answer 
to this enquiry (534,298 : 1,009,907 :: 298,499) will be 
£564,20G., or nearly 200 per cent, less than the London 
and North Western have not only required, but actually 
laid out in Carrying Stock. 

It was my wish to try the Directoral charges for the same 
half years by the proportionate rule, but to. my astonish- 
ment I could not find these acknowledged under any of the 
different heads in the London and North Western accounts. 
In those of the London and Birmingham they appeared 
each half year under the head of " General Charges," the 
positive amount being always stated. The difference be- 
tween the two accounts as rendered in London and Bir- 
mingham times and London and North Western times is 
of the most marked character, those of the former having 
been perspicuous beyond praise, those of the latter of the 
most confined and limited character. It seems really as if 
at the period of the amalgamation everything which had 
been sound, frank, and good, or had the least taint of 
London and Birmingham policy in it, had been discarded. 

My next comparisons shall be of more extended periods 
than those of six months against six months. Let us take 
the London and North Western for the whole period of its 
existence against a corresponding time of the London and 
Birmingham, and of the Grand Junction, separately and 
together, and compare the respective workings. Before, 
however, I proceed to this more extended enquiry, I will 
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link together the various comparisons and their results 
which I have already made. . 

1st. As to the Company's charges for the conveyance of 
Goods, which Capt. Huish said were " the same " as those 
of the London and Birmingham Company, I have shewn 
that they have been materially altered for the worse. 

2nd. By the " Saunders " and " Stephenson " test, I 
have proved that the London and North Western Company 
made a positive loss on their Merchandise Traffic for the 
year ending 30th June last, of £27,445. 

3rd. By Capt. Huish's own evidence, the Passenger 
Traffic must make a profit of sixteen-thirtieths of the gross 
earnings, before the Goods can make any profit at all ; by 
this, his own test, the Merchandise shews a loss in the year 
quoted, of £21,049. 

4th. Whilst the London and North Western Goods 
Traffic receipts decreased beyond those of the London and 
Birmingham Company in the half years examined 21 ^ per 
cent, per mile, the Merchandise Traffic charges increased 
61^ per cent, per mile. 

6th. That the London and North Western Company in 
the same half years expended in Merchandise Charges 
£38,558. more than the London and Birmingham would 
under like circumstances have expended. 

6th. That the London and Birmingham Company would 
have earned £698,404. on Goods account, at the same 
cost in " Merchandise Charges " which was expended by 
the London and North Western to earn but £339,800. 

7th. That the London and North Western Company 
expended in Locomotive Power in the same half years 
£ 1 7,07 L more than the London and Birmingham would 
have required to earn the same sum that the London and 
North Western actually received. 

8th. That the London and Birmingham Company would 
have earned for the same cost of "Locomotive Power" in 
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the same half year £157^360. more than the London and 
North Western did earn. 

9th. The London and Birmingham Company would, in 
the earning of the whole traffic of the London and North 
Western Company for the half year to 80th June 1848, 
have expended & 12S,337. less than the latter Company did 
expend. 

10th. The London and Birmingham Company with a 
Carrying Stock equal to that of the London and North 
Western would have earned £2,997,448., the latter Com- 
pany, in the half year the subject of comparison, having 
earned but £1,009,907. 

11th. The London and Birmingham Company would 
have required a Carrying Stock equal to £564,206. to do 
the London and North Western business, the same half 
year, in place of the £1,674,600. required by the latter 
Company. 

Proofs these, I think, pretty strong against the whole 
internal economy of the London and North Western 
management ! 

I shall now proceed veith the more extended enquiry, 
with the view of shewing that whether the London and 
North Western be examined by sections of its existence 
or for its whole period, its management is like the journey 
from " Dan to Beer-sheba," all barren ; there is not one 
redeeming spot from beginning to end. 

By referring to the accounts of the London and Bir- 
mingham Company for the five half years which preceded 
the amalgamation, it will be found that the additions made 
to the Capital account for new Carrying Stock amounted 
to £ 97,570., the gross earnings on account of Passengers 
and Merchandise carried over the line having been 
£2,269,893. 

The London and North Western Company started with 
a Carrying Stock estimated in the accounts at £681,894., 



since which time new Carrying Stock to the extent of 
£99^,766. has been added,* and all charged to the conve- 
nient Capital account, — the gross sum earned on Passen- 
ger and Merchandise accounts during the five half years 
which have followed the amalgamation having amounted to 
£6,221,800. 

The Grand Junction and Liverpool and Manchester 
additions to the Capital account for new Carrying Stock 
for the five half years which preceded the amalgamation 
amounted to £22,506., the gross earnings of the two 
having been £ 1,799,729. ; so that adding the separate 
amounts of the three then independent Companies together 
they will appear as follow : 

Additions to Capital for 
new Carrjring Stock, Gross Earnings. 

London and Birmingham £97,570 £2,269,893 

Grand Junction, and 

Liverpool & Manchester 22,506 1 ,799,729 



Totals £ 120,076 £ 4,069,622 

Deduct the Carrying Stock cost from revenue 120,076 



£3,949,546 



London & North Western £ 992,766 £ 5,221,800 

Deduct the Carrying Stock cost from revenue 992,766 

£4,229,034 



Supposing the contrast to end here it would seem (the 
London and North Western having a balance in its favor 

* The London and North Western Company are working nearly 
200 miles of subsidiary railway, (Chester and Holyhead mainly) which 
will account for some portion of this outlay. At Capt. Huish's average, 
as per his report on the rolling stock, this would absorb £520,000. of 
capital. The proprietors will be curious to know what the assisted 
company pays for this. The London and North Western accounts, 
and the Chester and Holyhead accounts acknowledge nothing ; taking 
£6. per cent, for outlay, and £10. per cent, for depreciation, the 
London and North Western Company make an annual gift to the 
Chester and Holyhead, and other assisted bodies, of £76,000. 
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of £ 279,488.) as if profit had resulted to that company from 
its enlarged operations. Before however this conclusion is 
adopted, we must examine deeper and probe farther. 

The Revenue accounts of the London and Birmingham, 
the Grand Junction, and the Liverpool and Manchester 
Companies during the same five half-years contain the fol- 
lowing totals (debits) to revenue — 

Grand Livcrpoool & London and 







Junction. 




1843. 


Dec. 31st 


£85,767 


£57,642 £176,238 


1844. 


June 30th 


86,916 


57,289 167,728 




Dec. 31st 


99,703 


64,885 182,543 


1845. 


June 30th 


100,364 


65,610 192,916 




Dec. 31st 


180,499 


in Grand Junction 222,549 



Totals - - 553,249 245,376 941,964 

Grand Junction - - - 653,249 
Liverpool and Manchester 245,376 



Total - . £1,740,589 



The Accounts of the London and North Western Com- 
pany shew the following totals (debits) to revenue — 

1846. June 30th £467,341 

Dec. 31st 456,885 

1847. June 30th 515,994 

Dec. 31st 512,230 

1848. June 30th 542,735 

Total £2,495,185 



If therefore we take in each case the total amounts 
received on revenue account (after having allowed for the 
new carrying stock, as in the previous statements) and 
deduct from them the total costs incurred, we shall arrive 
at a conclusion which will test the present in its relation 
to the past — 
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Brought down the foregoing London and Birming- 
ham, and Grand Junction totals ----- £ 3,949,546 
Deduct the cost of earning the same - - 1,740,580 

Balance— Profit - - £2208,966 



Brought down the foregoing London and North 

Western totals ----- £ 4,229,034 

Deduct the cost of earning the same - - 2,495,185 



Balance— Profit - - £1,733,849 



So that if neither of the Companies had had an open 
Capital Account to fly to, for the purpose of charging the 
cost of new Carrying stock to its convenient pages (it should 
be here observed that the Liverpool and Manchester Com- 
pany in its happy simplicity! charged all increase in 
the carrying stock to revenue) the result of the last five 
half-years of working would have stood thus — 

The three independent Companies in their two years 

and a half would have shewn a total profit of... £2,208,966 

The London and North Western in its two years 

and a half would have shewn a total profit of ... 1 ,733,849 

Balance against the London and North Western £ 475,117 

which divided over five half-years gives an average each 
half-year in favor of the olden over the amalgamated com- 
panies of £95,0^3., or £5. per cent, per annum on a 
Capital of £3,800,9^0. Some allowance is no doubt to be 
made for the lower rates which the London and North 
Western Company have adopted, and the consequently 
more numerous trains which have been required to earn 
an equal amount, at a pro rata cost ; neither of these reasons 
will, however, justify an excess expenditure of £ 190,046. 
per annum, not on one year only, but two-and-a-half years. 
As respects the Passenger fares the company could hardly 
avoid the reduction which they made, but the Merchandise 



rates, I maintain, it was not only unnecessary, but ruinous 
policy to alter them, by making reductions without necessity 
and against the experience and recommendations of all 
persons conversant with the Carrying trade of the country. 
Though the system was altered, some regard shoidd have 
been had to past experience ere so vital a change as that 
which has been made in the Carrying charges of your 
company had been permitted. 

I have already stated that your accounts do not specify 
the proportions of " Locomotive Power " charges which 
apply to the two branches of your traffic, (Passengers and 
Merchandise,) I have therefore been compelled to take 
this amount in the lump, as it is rendered in your accounts, 
and work the same out proportionately with the like 
charges in the London and Birmingham account, so as to 
arrive at comparative results ; and for this purpose I have 
chosen the last year of the London and Birmingham, and 
the last published year of the London and North Western. 
The items stand thus : — 

LONDON AND BIRMINGHAM. 

1845 £. £. 
30th June Locomotive charges 43,162 Total Passenger and 

Merchandise Receipts 534,298 

3l8tDec. Ditto 57,962 Ditto 447,191 



£101,124 £981,489 

LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN. 

1847 £. " £. 
31 St Dec. Locomotive power 124,473 Total Passenger and 

1848 Merchandise Receipts 1,130,129 
30th June Ditto 126,626 Ditto 1,009,907 

£251,099 £2,140,036 

So that it appears that the London and Birmingham 
Company, to earn its gross revenue of £981,489., in the 
last year of its existence as an independent Company, ex- 
pended under the head of " Locomotive Power, Wages of 
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Engineers, Engine-men, Firemen, Repairs, Cost of Mate* 
rial, and Coke," the sum of - - & 101,124. 

whereas the London and North Western on its part, for the 
year ending 30th June 1848, to earn its gross revenue 
of £2,140,036, expended imder the same head of " Loco- 
motive Power, &c." the sum of - £251,099. 

Now, Sir, the fair way to prove the relative economy or 
extravagance of the two managements is, to try the two sets 
of figures by the same rule of simple proportion which 
has governed the previous calculations, the particular 
expenditure on trial being the very heart's blood of your 
dividend. 

It will be conceded to me, that if the London and Bir- 
mingham Company could earn a certain sum, at a known 
cost of that portion of its expenditure which should and 
can be under constant check and control, as the " Loco- 
motive power " of all other charges clearly ought to be, the 
London and North Western Company, which has stepped 
into its shoes, and expended enormous additional sums to 
enable it to carry on its Locomotive department in a supe- 
rior manner, and at a cheaper rate, (else why the additional 
outlay) should at least not have exceeded a pro raid, ex- 
penditure in this vital branch over that incurred by its 
predecessor. 

If the example be worked out: — 

981,489 : 2,140,036 :: 101,124 
the result will give & 218,310. as the sum which the Lon- 
don and Birmingham Company would, in the year under 
examination, have expended for " Locomotive power '* to 
earn the gross revenue of £2,140,036. received by the 
London and North Western Company. Now as the Lon- 
don and North Western actually expended for " Locomo- 
tive Power" £251,099. to realise the amount they earned, 
it follows, that they did so at a cost of £32,789. in excess 
of what the London and Birmingham, with all its lesser 
expenditure in additional workshops, &c. since incurred by 
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which the London and Birmingham would, under such cir^ 
cumstances have earned, or nearly 200 per cent, more than 
the London and North Western did earn, (£ 1,009,907.) 

Let me put this in another shape. — If the London and 
Birmingham Company found in practice, that a Carryii^ 
Stock of the cost of £298,499. was suflScient to enable 
them to earn £534,298. in a given period of time, what 
amount of outlay in Carrying Stock would have been re- 
quired to enable them to earn £ 1,009,907. The answer 
to this enquiry (534,298 : 1,009,907 :: 298,409) Mrill be 
£564,206., or nearly 200 per cent, less than the London 
and North Western have not only required, but actually 
laid out in Carrying Stock. 

It was my wish to try the Directoral charges for the same 
half years by the proportionate rule, but to. my astonish-' 
ment I could not find these acknowledged under any of the 
difierent heads in the London and North Western accounts. 
In those of the London and Birmingham they appeared 
each half year under the head of ^^ General Charges," the 
positive amount being always stated. The difference be- 
tween the two accounts as rendered in London and Bir- 
mingham times and London and North Western times is 
of the most marked character, those of the former having 
been perspicuous beyond praise, those of the latter of the 
most confined and limited character. It seems really as if 
at the period of the amalgamation everything which had 
been sound, frank, and good, or had the least taint of 
London and Birmingham policy in it, had been discarded. 

My next comparisons shall be of more extended periods 
than those of six months against six months. Let us take 
the London and North Western for the whole period of its 
existence against a corresponding time of the London and 
Birmingham, and of the Grand Junction, separately and 
together, and compare the respective workings. Before, 
however, I proceed to this more extended enquiry, I will 
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link together the various comparisons and their results 
which I have already made. . 

1st. As to the Company's charges for the conveyance of 
Goodsy which Capt. Huish said were " the same " as those 
of the London and Birmingham Company, I have shewn 
that they have been materially altered for the worse. 

2nd. By the " Saunders " and " Stephenson " test, I 
have proved that the London and North Western Company 
made a positive loss on their Merchandise Traffic for the 
year ending 30th June last, of £27,445, 

3rd. By Capt. Huish's own evidence, the Passenger 
Traffic must make a profit of sixteen-thirtieths of the gross 
earnings, before the Goods can make any profit at all ; by 
this, his own test, the Merchandise shews a loss in the year 
quoted, of £21,049. 

4th. Whilst the London and North Western Goods 
Traffic receipts decreased beyond those of the London and 
Birmingham Company in the half years examined 21 i per 
cent, per mile, the Merchandise Traffic charges increased 
61 5 per cent, per mile. 

5th. That the London and North Western Company in 
the same half years expended in Merchandise Charges 
£38,558. more than the London and Birmingham would 
under like circumstances have expended. 

6th. That the London and Birmingham Company would 
have earned £698,404. on Goods account, at the same 
cost in "Merchandise Charges" which was expended by 
the London and North Western to earn but £339,800. 

7th. That the London and North Western Company 
expended in Locomotive Power in the same half years 
£17,071. more than the London and Birmingham would 
have required to earn the same sum that the London and 
North Western actually received. 

8th. That the London and Birmingham Company would 
have earned for the same cost of ** Locomotive Power" in 
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in Carrying Stock which would have sufficed the London 
and Birmingham Company. 

Amount of cost of London and North Western 

Carrying Stock expended to earn £ 5,221,800 £ 1,674,660 

Amount which would have sufficed under London 
and Birmingham management to have earned 
£5,221,800 686,685 

Excess Cost of Stock beyond London and Birmmg- 

ham requirements -------- £987,975 

Or at £10. i)er cent, for depreciation on this ex- 
cess, an annual loss amounting to - - - - £98,797 

The above example judges the London and North Wes- 
tern by the London and Birmingham scale. Let us now 
see how the comparison works out between it, and the Grand 
Junction, and Liverpool and Manchester Companies, each 
being alike in all things " Carriers on their own account," 

The Carrying Stock of the Grand Junction and Liver- 
pool and Manchester Companies, on the day of the amal- 
gamation, was estimated as being of the value of £383,394., 
and the amount earned by these two Companies on Pas- 
senger and Merchandise account, for the five half years 
which preceded the amalgamation, will by reference to the 
accounts be found to be £ 1,799,7^. The enquiry, there- 
fore, we have now to make is, what amount of Carrying 
Stock would have sufficed to enable the Grand 'Junction 
Company to have earned the £5,221,800. received by the 
London and North Western Company in the five half years 
to 30th June, 1848, which followed the amalgamation. 
1,799,729 : 5,221,800 : : 383,394. The answer thatwiU 
result from this enquiry will be £ 1,112,393. 

Amount of cost of London and North Western Car- 
rying Stock, expended to earn £5,221,800 £1,674,660. 

Amoimt which would have sufficed the Grand Junc- 
tion Company to earn £5,221,800 1,112,393 

Excess Cost of Stock beyond Grand Junction re- 
quirements £562,267 

Or at £10. per cent, for depreciation, an annual 

loss amounting to £56,226 
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The answer, doubtless, which will be given to this will 
be a reference to yom* last Report, wherein you felt it 
necessary to justify the expenditure on account of Carrying 
Stock, by shewing that the average cost of plant per mile 
did not much exceed the average from 1841 to 1848. This 
would have been very fair, if the additional mileage which 
has been opened, had been or was likely to be as 
productive as the trunk portion of your railway. Your 
proprietors will be delighted indeed to find that your . 
Bedford and Bletchley — your Northampton and Peterboro' 
— your Leamington and Coventry — your Dunstable — ^your 
Trent Valley folly — prove each and all of them equal to 
your London to Manchester line. Dunstable bonnets 
against Manchester calicoes — dross to diamonds. How, 
however, the average has been struck I confess I cannot 
make out ; seeing that your Report divides the sum ex- 
pended over 633^ miles, while your official statement of 
the ^8th October, 1848, under the head of " Main Line 
and Branches producing Revenue," shewing but 438 miles 
(435 really, the West London not being worked). By the 
same statement, it appears that you have 62 miles under 
the head of " Lines in course of formation, not producing 
Revenue," and that you will require to expend £ 1,000,000. 
to complete your Carrying Stock. The total ultimate 
mileage will therefore be 500 miles, and the average when 
the £1,000,000. have been expended (£2,674,660. will then 
be the total) will be £5,349., in place of £2,646. as set 
out in your Report, and the subject of much self lau- 
dation in Capt. Huish's report on the subject of your 
" RoUing stock." 

If the additional cost for Carrying Stock beyond the 
requirements of the two Companies, had been productive 
of corresponding gain to the. London and North Western 
Company, the end would have justified the means; but 
how stands the bare and naked fact ? In place of greater 
nett profits, these have become less and less each half 

d2 
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year ; whilst the charges to the debit of revenue have in- 
creased out of all proportion to what they bore under 
London and Birmingham or Grand Junction management ; 
not only on the "Merchandise traffic," but the "Passenger** 
also. Some examples of these increased debits I have 
already given. 

I shall next proceed, to the best of my ability, to dissect 
the accounts of the defunct London and Birmingham, and 
the existing London and North Western Companies, the 
former, for the five half years which preceded the amalga- 
mation, and the latter, for the five half years which, to 
the 30th June 1848, have followed the amalgamation. 
The charges, from the mode in which they are set out in 
the accounts, which I could fix to the " Passenger " and 
the " Merchandise " departments, I have done so, the ex- 
traneous charges not specially set out, such as " Locomotive 
power, general charges, &c. &c." I have divided in the pro- 
portions which the respective earnings bear towards each 
other. 



LONDON AND NORTH WESTERN. 



From 
Jany, 1 
1846, to 
June 30 

1848. 



From 
July 1 
1843, to 
Dec. 31 

1846. 



Total 
Charges. 


Total Pafl«eii«ir 
BeoeiptB. 


Passenger proportion 1,595,335 


3,510,694 


Merchandise proportion 899,850 


1,711,106 


£2,495,185 . 


£ 6,221,800 


LONDON AND BIRMINGHAM. 




Total 
Charges. 


Total Fassenger 

and Merchaocuae 

Beoe^ta. 


Passenger proportion 742,203 


1,761,238 


Merchandise proportion 199,761 


508,856 


£941,964 


£2,270,094 
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Now, Sir, to make an impartial comparison of the relative 
expenditures which the two Companies incurred on their 
Passenger and Merchandise traffic, we must again judge 
them by the rule of simple proportion. 

1st. The Passenger.— 1,761,238 : 3,510,694 :: 742,203. 
The answer will be £1,479,440. as the amount which the 
London and Birmingham Company, according to its rate 
of expenditure, would have disbursed to earn the 
£3,510,694. Passenger receipts of the London and North 
Western Railway. 

Actual amount expended by the London and North 
Western Company in the earning of the Passen- 
ger receipts of £3,510,694 - - £1,595,335 

Amount, which according to the London and Bir- 
mingham rate of expenditure, would have been 
disbursed to earn this £ 3,5 10,694. - - 1 ,479,440 

Excess expended by the London and North Western £ 1 1 5,895 

As respects the Merchandise traffic worked out by the 
same rule, the result is still more to the disadvantage of 
the London and North Western. 

2d. The Merchandise.— 508,856: 1,711,106:: 199,761. 
The answer will be £671,726. as the amount which the 
London and Birmingham Company, having none of the 
carrier's costs and risks to bear, would by its rate of expen- 
diture have disbursed, to earn the £ 1,711,106. Merchandise 
earnings of the London and North Western Company, a 
" Carrier on its own account." 

Actual amoimt expended by the London and North 
Western Company in the earning of the Mer- 
chandise receipts of £1,711,106. - - £899,850 

Amount which, according to the London and Bir- 
mingham rate of expenditure, would have been 
disbursed to earn this £ 1 ,7 11 ,706. - - 671 ,726 



Excess expended by the London and North Western £ 228,124 
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The summary of this money test proves a lavish outlay 
in all points to the disadvantage of the London and North 
Western Company, the differences being dividends actually 
lost to the Proprietors by the reckless extravagance 
exhibited : — 

Excess Expenditure on Passengers £ 115,895 

Do. do. on Merchandise 228,124 



Excess Total - £344,019 



or, loss to the Proprietors, (the £ 344,019. having been 
sunk and gone, and no where to be found,) in perpetuity, 
at £ 5. per cent, per annum, of £ 17,200., or spread over 
the two and a half years in which it has been expended, an 
average each half year of £68,803., or £ L per cent, for 
each half year on a capital of £ 6,880,300. 

No wonder. Sir, that the London and Birmingham Com- 
pany should have been as successful as it was, seeing that 
its rate of expenditure was such, that to earn the sum of 
£5,221,800. received in the past five half years by the 
London and North Western Company, it would have done 
so at a cost of - - - £ 2,151,166 

The London and North Western actually ex- 
pending - - - - £2,495,185 

Surely, Sir, something of this difference must be due 
to the fact of the London and Birmingham Copapany 
having declined the responsibilities of the Carrier — some- 
thing to a greater care in the general management than since 
the amalgamation has been exhibited; but more than all, 
to the carrying on no part of its trade at a loss — no reckless 
competition — no Express trains — no Coals carried under 
one penny per ton per mile, the present rate being |d. — 
On the contrary, every department looked after vigilantly, 
and economy enforced on every side. Would that this 
were so now — would that London and Birmingham princi- 
ples reigned at your Board; there would then be some 
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hope of improved dividends under such improved manage^ 
ment. 

Having satisfactorily established my original allegation, 
that loss is the result of your Goods traffic, and demon- 
strated by the most indisputable of all tests (figures) that 
the London and North Western Company's whole business 
is conducted at an expense which, as compared with the 
old London and Birmingham system, is prodigal beyond 
example, and, as contrasted with the Grand Junction, 
lavish beyond belief, I should have concluded this Letter, 
but that I consider that some extracts from the report of 
Mr. Dockray, the Resident Engineer of the London and 
North Western Railway, to the " Committee of Way and 
Works," will be interesting, and tend more than any words 
of mine could to lead the attention of your proprietors to 
the state of your road, brought about by the heavy weights 
of coals and merchandise which have traversed it since 
Capt. Huish's system of seeking quantity and not quality 
of traffic became the adopted one of your Company. To 
this cause of damage is to be added, the effisct of the Express 
trains, the suppression of which, from a paper published in 
the last " Quarterly Review " (of which paper Sir Francis 
Head is the reputed author) would it appears save your 
Company at the least £40,000. annually, irrespective en- 
tirely of sparing also that incalculable mischief which those 
traini^ are causing to the railway itself, and the carriages 
and engines used, by the rate of speed at which they travel. 
These two sources of mischief are however so obvious, and 
so completely within your own means to check and control, 
that it is a matter of perfect wonderment, at all events as 
respects the Goods traffic, how any body of directors can 
permit that part of the trade which brings weight but no 
profit with it, to be continued. Surely after such a warn- 
ing as your Resident Engineer has given you, even had you 
been prospering well in the Goods traffic, it would have 
been prudent to limit your business to that class of mer- 
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chandise which would have paid you satisfactorily, until at 
least you had given yoiu: Resident Engineer a fair chance 
of looking to the road. Rather than encourage more and 
more to your Railway, it would have been wiser by £u* to 
have left to your Canal competitor the conveyance of the 
to you unprofitable, but to him profitable classes of mer- 
chandise, for the carriage of which the lowest rates are paid. 
You could have obtained a higher price for what you did 
carry, carrying less but profiting more; and it cannot be 
doubted that your competitors of the Canal and Eastern 
Counties Railway would gladly have made satisfactory 
arrangements with you. But no ! despite the warnings of 
Mr. Dockray, Capt. Huish persists in his low rates, appa- 
rently regardless of all consequences. Persistance in such 
a case becomes obstinacy — an obstinacy which will be 
followed by repentance, but not until costly experience 
has convinced you, your colleagues, and proprietors, that 
Capt. Huish's idol is but a brazen image, and not as he has 
made you believe, a thing of solid gold. 

What has Capt. Huish and his Liverpool crotchets done 
for you ? Nothing more and nothing less than this — To 
bring them into operation, you have been compelled to ex- 
pend in Carrying Stock alone nearly £ 1 ,000,000. more than 
under the system which these crochets superseded would, 
for the same paying business, have been necessary, — bl stock 
from its very nature perishable in a few years, — ^you have 
earned more in the gross, but profited infinitely less ; you 
have established on each side of you a competition profit- 
able to neither — a competition carried on with an acrimony 
unheard of since railways began — a competition which will 
endure so long as you are disposed to give it license — a 
competition which your rivals, the Eastern Counties Rail- 
way Company on your east, and the Grand Junction Canal 
Company on your west, would gladly end on mutually equi- 
table concessions — a competition in short to which there can 
be no end, until the question is looked at with that com- 
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mercial eye which once directed to it must at once cease, and 
though the system may continue, it will be so under modi- 
fied and more salutary rules than those which guide it now. 

At the present moment you are your own (so-called) in- 
surers against fire, without one penny being set apart to 
meet any casualty of the kind. You have ceased to con- 
sider a depreciation stock fund necessary, and will, if Capt. 
Huish's advice be adopted, very soon have absorbed for 
dividend purposes all that which in your days of prudence 
you had wisely set apart to meet the demands under this 
head, which must come on you when your Capital Account 
is closed ; and to crown all, you treat the wear of your road 
as not worthy of serious thought. Let, however, Mr. 
Dockray, your Resident Engineer, speak for himself on the 
state of your road ; let us hear what he says of the mischief 
caused to it by your Express trains, &c. 

The following are extracts from his most interesting, 
instructive and elaborate Report on this subject : — 

" In laying before you," (the Committee of Way and Works 
of the London and North Western Railway Company,) " the fol- 
lowing remarks, I have thought it desirable to extend my obser- 
vations to the construction of Permanent Way generally, with the 
view of determining the best mode of carrying out the renewals 
upon the Southern Division of your Railway, which have become 
necessary at a period of time earlier than I had anticipated, con- 
sequent upon the comparatively new circumstances of the great 
increase not only in the weight but in the speed of the Engines." 

" I would here remark, that when competition was developing 
the present high velocities upon Railways generally, Mr. Robert 
Stephenson gave it in evidence as his opinion that the limit would 
be found, not in any particular guage or in the evaporating power 
of the engines, but in the economic endurance of the Permanent 
Way to bear the additional weight which must, as a matter of 
necessity, accompany every increase of speed. 

" Time is in my opinion rapidly demonstrating the tiuth of this 
observation. 
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*' Every new class of Engine which appears surpasses its prede- 
cessor in power and in speed, and it is evident from the large size 
of some of them about to run upon your line, that at any rate the 
builders do not consider that they have as yet reached the limit of 
their scale. 

" The rapid deterioration of the Permanent Way, however, 
about which there can be no doubt, raises the question, whether 
the speeds already attained, have not approached the economic 
limit to which Mr. Robert Stephenson refers. If this be the case. 
Railway Companies must look to a considerably increased outlay in 
the shape of renewals of Permanent Way; it may be financially 
disguised for a time, but sooner or later, it must be met as a 
regularly recurring charge. 

'* I have no doubt that the wear and tear of the Carrying Stock 
is also increased in a high ratio with the speed, and I do not see 
why the Public are to. reap the whole advantage, leaving the Rail- 
way Company the burden of the additional cost. Means should 
be taken by Railway Companies generally to raise the Express 
fares, and thus, in some measure, to share the benefit with the 
Public." 

Mr. Dockray goes on to say, — " It is evident that, in all 
renewals, increased weight of rails and increased dimen- 
sions of the materials generally, must be adopted to meet 
the increased duty required." He further on remarks, 
that the period of complete renewal on a line which is 
^* sound and hard " at bottom "will vary with the traffic, 
in ordinary cases I estimate it at from 15 to 20 years." 
Mr. Dockray proceeds to remark on those parts of a rail- 
way, the super portions of which are, as your line is nearly 
the whole way from London to Rugby, laid upon the 
treacherous clayey substrata. Permanent Way so placed, 
he states, " is subject to more rapid wear than in the case 
previously mentioned," — " there is very little sound mate- 
rial south of Rugby." He then describes at length vari- 
ous modes of laying the way, and goes into calculations of 
each for the information of the Committee, with which it 
is not my purpose now to give any of the particulars. 
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This Report of Mr. Dockray's bears the date of August 
1848, and must have been presented to the London and 
North Western Board simultaneously with Capt. Huish's, 
on the " Rolling Stock." Now mark the apparent influ- 
ence of the one and the other. On Capt. Huish's recom- 
mendation, not only was the " depreciation of Stock fund " 
voted a bore, and £30,462. reclaimed for the Dividend 
fund, but his nostrum for future Dividends, in the disco- 
very he made that the " real working value of the Stock 
is now at least £ 200,000. more than was paid for it," and 
. that, " in strict justice, the dijfference between the first 
cost and the present real value belongs to the existing 
proprietors, and might be made available for division, or 
transfer to a reserve fund," was suffered without rebuke to 
remain as a part of his report, and so to be published ; whilst 
Mr. Dockray's report, save a notice in the Morning Herald, 
and the Railway Chronicle, received but the scanty atten- 
tion of a vote in one year of £16,000. for "relaying of 
rails"; Capt. Huish being allowed to pursue his "will 
o' the wisp," and conduct your undertaking according to 
his own unfettered pleasure. Surely, Sir, the day of 
patient endurance of this absurdity will soon be past. 

In Capt. Huish's Report of the 11th February 1848, 
before quoted, he remarks that the Carriers " were fully 
alive to the fact, that their personal advantage was best 
served by embroiling neighbouring companies in a contest 
for traffic, held on a precarious tenure, and liable at any 
moment to be abstracted by the oflfer of more fiattering 
inducements from other parties;" — he then theatrically 
says, " This is at an end," and adds, "The community of 
interest necessarily induced by the extension of the carry- 
ing principle over all the narrow-guage lines North of the 
Thames, has drawn the Companies together, and united 
them by a mutual bond of kindly feeling." Will any one 
credit that this state of bliss, — this concentration of all 
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that was amiable and fraternal, — ^these diurnal embraces of 
narrow guagers " North of the Thames," has turned out a 
very Pandemonium of bickerings, heart-burnings, and 
jealousies, and that the blissful February of 1848, as 
painted by Capt. Huish, will find its fellow of 184d engaged 
in intestine hostilities, — ^not arising from the ''flattering 
inducements *' to the olden Carrier (for he is dead and 
gone) to take his trade to other lines, but amongst the 
loving Companies themselves. The Eastern Counties 
Company, supported by Mr. Hudson, on the one side, has 
ceased to be Capt. Huish*s friend, and has become his 
bitter opponent ; and the Grand Junction Canal Company 
on the other, has grown into a rival, where it would have 
been content to have been an humble competitor, — the 
crumbs from its rich neighbour's table would once have 
satisfied it, not so now. The Eastern Counties Company 
are bringing tralBSc from the London and North Western 
districts at the same rates as the latter charge, though the 
Railway extra distance is some 60 miles more. Profit is 
the question vnth neither, defiance ruthless and bitter leads 
them on. The Grand Junction Canal Company has also 
extended its business into distant districts, so as to cover 
Manchester and other places, — that Manchester of which 
Capt. Huish, in this same report, says, " There was no 
direct Carrier by Canal between London and Manchester 
during the last six months." He will have no need to say 
tliis now ; his self-lauded system has raised the storm he 
cannot now lay, — the Canal competitor whom he has created 
will now and for ever become a fearful rival, not to the extent 
of his former limits, but to the extremest point to which 
Canals run. He may arrange with both these parties : I 
need not, however, say to you, Sir, that he will do so at a 
severe cost to the London and North Western Company, 
who at the best must then become content with a divided 
traffic — a penalty which, had ordinary business prudence 
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guided the concern, need never have been incurred. " Live 
and let live/' Capt. Huish does not comprehend, at all 
events he does not practise it. 

Again. In this famous Report, Capt. Huish contrasts 
what he calls the London and Birmingham olden system 
with his existing system, and shews an apparent increase 
of "nett profit," as he terms it, of £7,563. 13*. 8d. in 
favor of the new over the olden system, the periods selected 
for comparison being the half-year ending 31st December, 
1846, which he calls the London and Birmingham period, 
and that ending 31st December, 1847, which he truly 
terms that of the new system. Now, Sir, will it be 
believed that in the half-year which is brought forward as 
the London and Birmingham example, the Goods traffic 
was mixed up of the old and the new systems, and as 
unfit for fair comparison as it is possible to conceive^ The 
utmost which Capt. Huish shews, even thus unfairly made, 
is that the worth of the half-year's additional receipt of 
£7,563. 13*. 8rf. is the gain only which was made by the 
London and North Western Company by the expulsion 
from their railway in their half-year of " the thirty-six 
carriers who were suddenly deprived of their means of 
conducting a profitable trade upon the Railway," (these 
are Capt. Huish's own words,) so that in truth it appears 
that to make a seeming gain of some £15,000. per year, 
Capt. Huish considers the end has justified the means. 
" Thirty-six carriers suddenly deprived of their means of 
conducting a profitable trade upon the Railway," may be 
a source of congratulation to Capt. Huish ; that, however, 
which has been amusement to him, has been death to 
them, and all for £7,500. seeming gain in six months' 
traffic of the greatest of all railway undertakings. In 
estimating this £7,500. as additional "nett profit in the 
half-year," (so Capt. Huish terms it), that gentleman has 
omitted to debit the account with interest for the new 
plant, which, as I have already shewn, figures in the 
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capital account rather largely. Depreciation of stock I 
must not venture to name as an item he should have con- 
sidered, Capt. Huish having proved that your stock, like 
wine, " is the better the older it grows." One other 
extract from this curious Report, and I have done. It is 
this : " This practical amalgamation of interest is fraught 
with future consequences of great weight, and has placed 
the Railways in a position of vantage to contend with their 
natural opponents, the canals, as a strong phalanx, instead 
of as disjointed members of a jealous and weak because 
a disunited party." To all this bombast, February 1849, 
simply says " false prophet." 

You will be my witness. Sir, that my first Letter to you 
contained no allusion to Capt. Huish in his private capa- 
city, and not one word that could give his susceptible 
temperament the slightest abrasion. You wiU recollect 
also, that Capt. Huish's reply to that Letter was couched 
in a tone tending to throw ridicule over me, and so to 
shelve the question I had broached. You will not be sur- 
prised that in this, the proof of allegations which in gene- 
ral terms Capt. Huish ventured to deny, I should have 
been drawn into a severity of remark which I would have 
preferred to have avoided. Capt. Huish has, however, 
taunted me, and striven to frighten me from the field; 
tjiat gentleman has however to learn, that he has met with 
one who, in the pursuit of truth, has the resolution to 
press forward, though a whole regiment of Captains with 
sneers and scoffs attempted to stay his progress. 

I have been laughed at by one, abused by another, and 
praised by many, for forcing this question forward. The 
laughter I can enjoy, for I can laugh too, — the abuse I can 
bear, for I have had much of it, and have become used to 
it, — the praise I can appreciate, for onward it and my own 
sense of right urge me, to denounce and expose a system 
of management which I believe to be more fraught with 
danger to the true interests of your Company than any 



